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World Heritage Sites – An Introduction

1 Aim and Scope of the Book

This book brings together opportunities and 
challenges associated with the designation of  
World Heritage Sites (hereafter WHSs). From 
among diverse themes surrounding WHSs, the 
book focuses on three key themes: tourism; local 
communities; and heritage management and 

conservation activities. The impact of  WHS list-
ing can be either positive or negative for tourism, 
local communities, and heritage management 
and conservation activities. The book explores 
such opportunities and challenges.

Firstly, proper heritage management and 
conservation activities are vital for WHSs before 
and after inscription. If  they are not managed 
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and conserved appropriately they will be added 
to the List of  World Heritage in Danger (LWHD). 
At worst, they may lose their World Heritage 
(WH) status. Therefore, it is significant to exam-
ine how WHSs are managed and conserved. Sec-
ondly, WH status works as a strong brand in 
tourism marketing. Tourism in many WHSs has 
developed further after designation; however, 
these WHSs do not always manage their tourism 
in a sustainable manner; so investigating how 
tourism has been developed and marketed at 
WHSs is also essential. Thirdly, many WHSs are 
located in or around local communities, and, in 
some cases, local people even live within WHSs. 
Therefore, the relationship between WHSs and 
local communities is also crucial. The impacts of  
WHS listing and tourism on local communities 
after listing are also examined. In relation to 
this, local people’s views towards the changes 
that occur in their communities after WHS in-
scription are also investigated. Finally, contem-
porary developments in and around the concept 
of  WHSs are explored.

2 Organizations Related to World 
Heritage Sites

2.1 UNESCO World Heritage Centre

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) was founded in 
1945. Its mission is ‘to contribute to the building 
of  peace, the eradication of  poverty, sustainable 
development and intercultural dialogue through 
education, the sciences, culture, communication 
and information’ (UNESCO, 2016). UNESCO 
 extended its responsibilities for WHSs to contain 
both preservation and stimulation of  culture 
(Graham et al., 2000). UNESCO aspires to pro-
mote the concept of  politically neutral universal 
heritage through WHSs and against the self- 
interest of  various host countries whose concerns 
are mainly with national priorities (Kozymka, 
2014). It is a great endeavour for UNESCO to de-
fine and conserve WHSs by listing the sites whose 
Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) should be 
protected for all people, and ensuring their pres-
ervation through close cooperation among States 
Parties (see Section 2.3) (Hitchcock, 2002). Con-
sequently, UNESCO is enhancing the idea that 

these WHSs comprise a common heritage that 
should be fostered as unique testimonies to an 
enduring past (Hitchcock, 2002). Thus UNESCO 
has been working to conserve sites with OUV for 
future generations through the WH initiative.

The UNESCO World Heritage Centre (WHC) 
was established in 1992 (WHC, 2016a). WHC is 
the focal point and coordinator within UNESCO 
for all matters related to WHSs and ensures 
everyday management of  the World Heritage 
Convention (see Section 4) through the follow-
ing activities:

• organizing the annual sessions of  the World 
Heritage Committee (see Section 2.2) and 
its bureau;

• providing advice to the States Parties in the 
preparation of  site nominations;

• organizing international assistance from 
the World Heritage Fund (WHF) upon re-
quest; and

• coordinating the reporting on the condition 
of  sites and the emergency action undertak-
en when a site is threatened (WHC, 2016a).

Other responsibilities of  the WHC include:

• organizing technical seminars and work-
shops;

• updating the World Heritage List (WHL) 
and database;

• developing teaching materials to raise 
awareness among young people of  the need 
for heritage preservation; and

• keeping the public informed of  WH issues 
(WHC, 2016a).

2.2 World Heritage Committee

The World Heritage Committee was established 
within UNESCO (WHC, 2016b) and consists of  
representatives from 21 of  the States Parties to 
the WH Convention elected by their General As-
sembly (WHC, 2016c). According to the Con-
vention, a Committee member’s term of  office is 
for six years; however, most States Parties select 
voluntarily to be members of  the WH Committee 
for four years, to give other States Parties an op-
portunity to be on the Committee (WHC, 
2016c). The bureau of  the WH Committee con-
sists of  seven States Parties elected annually by 
the WH Committee, coordinates the work of  the 
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Committee and fixes the dates, hours and order 
of  business of  meetings (WHC, 2016c). The WH 
Committee meets once a year and the tasks for 
the Committee include:

• to be responsible for the implementation of  the 
WH Convention;

• to define the use of  the WHF and allocate fi-
nancial assistance upon requests from States 
Parties;

• to make a final decision on whether or not a 
nominated property is inscribed on the WHL;

• to examine reports on the state of  conser-
vation of  WHSs and ask States Parties to 
take action when WHSs are not managed 
in a proper manner; and

• to make a decision on the inscription or dele-
tion of  WHSs on the LWHD (see Chapter 9) 
(WHC, 2016c).

Historically, several key issues have been 
discussed by the WH Committee. In 1994, for 
instance, a report to the Committee highlighted 
that listed cultural WHSs were biased in favour 
of  Europe, historic towns, religious buildings 
and Christianity, and against prehistory, the 
20th century, vernacular artefacts and living 
traditional cultures (Graham et al., 2000). To re-
dress these problems, the Committee requested 
more advanced countries to slow down their 
rate of  nomination (Kammeier, 2003).

2.3 States Parties

States Parties are countries that adhere to the 
WH Convention and there are 193 States Parties 
as of  January 2017 (WHC, 2017). When a State 
Party nominates a property, it gives details of  
how the property is protected and provides a 
management plan for its maintenance (WHC, 
2017). States Parties also must protect WH val-
ues of  the properties designated and are encour-
aged to report periodically on their condition 
(WHC, 2017). Concerning the conservation and 
management of  WHSs, the national govern-
ment of  a State Party is obliged to obey the re-
quirements of  the WH Convention; however, 
regional and local governments may also have 
some responsibilities for their WHSs. If  a WHS 
faces any threat, its State Party can apply for the 
designation of  the WHS on the LWHD and the 

application is considered by the WH Committee. 
Hoelscher (2011) advocates that globalization 
has accentuated competition among States Par-
ties for the recognition of  their WHSs. This incli-
nation is noted by Jimura (2015) who states that 
many States Parties are still competing for the 
acquisition of  WH status. Simultaneously, how-
ever, Jimura (2015) argues that such a fierce 
contest is not limited among States Parties and is 
also observed within a State Party that has a 
long Tentative List of  candidate sites.

2.4 Advisory bodies

There are three formal advisory bodies to the 
WH Committee and they are named in the WH 
Convention to advise the Committee in its delib-
erations. The International Council on Monu-
ments and Sites (ICOMOS) was founded in 1965 
and its work is based on the principles in the 
1964 International Charter on the Conserva-
tion and Restoration of  Monuments and Sites 
(Venice Charter) (ICOMOS, 2016a). ICOMOS is 
an international non-governmental organization 
(NGO) dedicated to conservation of  the world’s 
monuments and sites (ICOMOS, 2016b). ICOMOS 
works for the conservation and protection of  
cultural heritage places and is dedicated to pro-
moting the application of  theory, methodology 
and scientific techniques to the conservation of  
architectural and archaeological heritage (ICO-
MOS, 2016a). Concerning the nominated sites 
with cultural elements, ICOMOS is an advisory 
body to the WH Committee (ICOMOS, 2016c) 
and provides the Committee with evaluations of  
cultural and mixed properties proposed for in-
scription on the WHL (WHC, 2016d).

The International Centre for the Study of  
the Preservation and Restoration of  Cultural 
Property (ICCROM) was set up in 1956 (ICCROM, 
2018). ICCROM is a specialized scientific inter-
governmental organization working in the field 
of  conservation and restoration of  cultural her-
itage, and its structure consists of  three main 
programmes: architectural conservation, collec-
tions and museums, and science and technology 
(Jokilehto, 1991). In relation to WHSs, ICCROM 
provides expert advice on how to conserve 
 cultural and mixed WHSs, as well as training in 
restoration techniques (WHC, 2016d).
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The International Union for Conservation 
of  Nature (IUCN) is an international NGO creat-
ed in 1948 (WHC, 2016d). Since then, IUCN has 
evolved into the world’s largest and most diverse 
environmental network and is the global au-
thority on the status of  the natural world and 
the measures needed to safeguard it (IUCN, 
2016). Regarding WHSs, IUCN provides the WH 
Committee with technical evaluations of  natu-
ral heritage properties and, through its world-
wide network of  specialists, reports on the state 
of  conservation of  natural and mixed WHSs 
(WHC, 2016d).

3 The Historical Background 
of World Heritage Sites

‘The idea of  creating an international move-
ment for protecting heritage emerged after 
World War I’ (WHC, 2016e), and this movement 
is confirmed by the adoption of  the Athens Char-
ter in 1931 and the Venice Charter in 1964. In 
1972, UNESCO brought the concept of  WH into 
official existence through the adoption of  the 
WH Convention. Heritage experts from Europe 
and North America played important roles in 
drafting and completing the WH Convention 
(Isar, 2011; Winter, 2013), and the WHL has 
given an outline and an impetus to the concept 
of  ‘global heritage’, which did not exist prior to 
1972 (Graham et al., 2000). To be included on 
the WHL, sites must have OUV and meet at least 
one of  ten selection criteria. There are three 
types of  WHSs: cultural, natural and mixed her-
itage. Until the end of  2004, WHSs were selected 
on the basis of  six cultural and four natural cri-
teria (WHC, 2016f). With the adoption of  the 
revised Operational Guidelines for the Implementa-
tion of  the WH  Convention (hereafter Operational 
Guidelines), currently there is one set of  ten crite-
ria: criteria i–vi are cultural criteria and criteria 
vii–x are natural criteria (WHC, 2016f) (see  
Table 1.1). Of  three types of  WHSs, mixed heritage 
meets both cultural and natural criteria (Leask, 
2006). There are 1073 WHSs, 832 cultural, 
206 natural and 35 mixed, in 167 States Parties 
as of  May 2018 (WHC, 2018). Each WHS is sur-
rounded by a ‘buffer zone’, which is significant 
for WHS  conservation (WHC, 2008). Through-
out the history of  implementation of  the WH 

Convention, protection of  the ‘surroundings’ 
has been considered a key component of  the 
conservation strategy for WHSs (WHC, 2008). 
The boundaries of  WHSs are drawn to contain 
only the area that has OUV (Jimura, 2007). 
The boundaries are also operational; therefore 
the boundaries and buffer zones, which define 
and encircle the sites, afford additional protec-
tion and diminish inappropriate local develop-
ments that might encroach on or compromise 
the  aesthetic or historic value of  the site (Smith, 
2002).

Since 1972, there have been strategic shifts 
in the approach to WHS designation. Conse-
quently, representation of  the WHL has been 
 improved. For instance, the WH Committee dis-
cussed how to determine and protect the values 
of  new concepts of  heritage differing among 
various cultures and heritage types (Inaba, 1998, 
cited in Jimura, 2007). Since 1992,  significant 
interactions between people and the natural en-
vironment have been recognized as ‘Cultural 
Landscapes’ (WHC, 2016f), which is a major ex-
ample of  the expanded range of  WHSs (Inaba, 
1998, cited in Jimura 2007). The key to this ad-
dition is cultural diversity and its aim is better 
consideration of  non-material and indigenous 
cultures (Inaba, 1998, cited in Jimura, 2007). 
As of  November 2016, 88 properties, 79 cultural 
and 9 mixed WHSs, are on the WHL as Cultural 
Landscapes (WHC, 2016g).

In 1994, moreover, the WH Committee 
launched the Global Strategy for a Representa-
tive, Balanced and Credible World Heritage List 
(hereafter Global Strategy), aiming to ensure 
that the WHL reflects the world’s cultural and 
natural diversity of  OUV (WHC, 2016h). The 
WH Committee was concerned about an imbal-
ance both in the types of  existing WHSs and in 
the geographical regions of  the world that were 
represented (WHC, 2016h). At that time, almost 
75% of  (304) WHSs were cultural sites and the 
number of  natural and mixed sites was rather 
limited – 90 and 16, respectively (WHC, 2016h). 
At that point, furthermore, the vast majority of  
WHSs were located in developed countries, par-
ticularly in Europe (WHC, 2016h). Precisely 
speaking, the WHL, at that time,  represented 
 European culture well, especially  examples of  
Christian heritage, whilst non- European culture 
was under-represented ( Inaba, 1998, cited in 
 Jimura, 2007). Since then, the WH Committee 
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and other key stakeholders have been working 
to correct the over- representation of  Europe-
an and northern American heritage, which 
resulted from the domination of  experts and 
officials from those regions in the definition and 
early  implementation of  the WH mechanisms 
(Hoelscher, 2011). These issues are well associ-
ated with the scheme and background of  the 
WH Convention and imply that western and 
Christian views of  heritage are reflected well on 
the WH Convention. Furthermore, there was 
inadequate representation of  heritage that was 
expressed in living tradition and vernacular 
heritage (Inaba, 1998, cited in Jimura, 2007). 
Simultaneously, the focus of  heritage has been 
moved from a purely architectural cultural one, 
expressing  humanity, to a more anthropological, 
multi- functional and universal one (Smith, 
2002). By adopting the Global Strategy, the 
WH Committee attempted to expand the defini-
tion of  WH to better reflect the full spectrum  
of  the world’s  cultural and natural treasures 

and to provide a comprehensive framework  
and operational methodology for the implemen-
tation of  the WH Convention (WHC, 2016h). 
Regarding the Global Strategy, various works 
have been done, and there are also ongoing 
 efforts to improve the  issues stated above. WHC 
(2016h) summarizes the achievements so far  
as follows:

• The number of  countries that have signed 
the WH Convention in the course of  the last 
ten years has risen from 139 to 178.

• The number of  States Parties who have 
submitted tentative lists (see Section 5 for 
details) complying with the format estab-
lished by the WH Committee has grown 
from 33 to 132.

• New categories for WHSs have been pro-
moted, such as the categories of  Cultural 
Landscapes itineraries, industrial heritage, 
deserts and coastal-marine and small- 
island sites.

Table 1.1. Criteria for selection of World Heritage Sites. (From: WHC, 2016f)

(i) to represent a masterpiece of human creative genius; Cultural criterion
(ii) to exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or  

within a cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or 
 technology, monumental arts, town planning or landscape design;

Cultural 
criterion

(iii) to bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or  
to a civilization that is living or which has disappeared;

Cultural 
criterion

(iv) to be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological 
ensemble or landscape that illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human 
history;

Cultural 
criterion

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

Cultural 
criterion

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

Cultural 
criterion

(vii) to contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural  
beauty and aesthetic importance;

Natural 
criterion

(viii) to be outstanding examples representing major stages of the earth’s history, 
including the record of life, significant ongoing geological processes in the 
development of landforms, or significant geomorphic or physiographic features;

Natural 
criterion

(ix) to be outstanding examples representing significant ongoing ecological and 
biological processes in the evolution and development of terrestrial, freshwater, 
coastal and marine ecosystems and communities of plants and animals;

Natural 
criterion

(x) to contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in situ 
 conservation of biological diversity, including those containing threatened 
species of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science or 
conservation.

Natural 
criterion
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4 The World Heritage Convention 
and Mission of World Heritage Sites

UNESCO fosters identification, protection and 
preservation of  cultural and natural heritage 
considered to be of  outstanding value to human-
ity, and it is embodied in the WH Convention 
(WHC, 2016i). The WH Convention became ef-
fective in 1975, and the WH Committee is re-
sponsible for its implementation (WHC, 2016c). 
Meskell (2013) states that the most important 
feature of  the WH Convention is the integration 
of  the concepts of  nature conservation and pres-
ervation of  cultural properties in a single treaty. 
Concerning the practical operation of  the WH 
Convention, the Operational Guidelines were 
 developed in 1977, and have been revised con-
tinuously by the WH Committee to reflect new 
concepts, knowledge or experiences (WHC, 2016j).

The WH Convention contains 38 Articles. Of  
these, the articles closely associated with any of  the 
three key themes of  this book are shown here. Ar-
ticles 1 and 2 are about cultural and natural WHSs. 
According to Article 1, ‘cultural heritage’ includes 
the following three categories (WHC, 2016b):

• ‘Monuments’: Architectural works, works of  
monumental sculpture and painting, elements 
or structures of  an archaeological nature, 
inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations 
of  features, which are of  OUV from the point 
of  view of  history, art or  science.

• ‘Groups of  buildings’: Groups of  separate or 
connected buildings which, because of  their 
architecture, their homogeneity or their 
place in the landscape, are of  OUV from the 
point of  view of  history, art or science.

• ‘Sites’: Works of  man or the combined 
works of  nature and man, and areas includ-
ing archaeological sites which are of  OUV 
from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological 
or anthropological point of  view.

According to Article 2, ‘natural heritage’ 
contains the following three categories (WHC, 
2016b):

• ‘Natural features’ consisting of  physical 
and biological formations or groups of  such 
formations, which are of  OUV from the aes-
thetic or scientific point of  view.

• ‘Geological and physiographical forma-
tions’ and precisely delineated areas which 

constitute the habitat of  threatened species 
of  animals and plants of  OUV from the point 
of  view of  science or conservation.

• ‘Natural sites’ or precisely delineated natu-
ral areas of  OUV from the point of  view of  
science, conservation or natural beauty.

Whichever the category cultural or natural 
heritage falls in, its WH status can motivate visi-
tors to come, see and experience it (Bryce et al., 
2015), although the status does not always 
work as such (Poria et al., 2011). Hence, WHSs 
need to be managed and conserved properly; 
even tourism has been advanced further since 
WHS listing. All WHSs are also more or less asso-
ciated with their ‘local communities’. Of  all WHSs, 
cultural WHSs, which fall in ‘groups of  build-
ings’, would have the closest link with local com-
munities, as such WHSs are usually also places 
where local people live (Jimura, 2007, 2011). As 
for ‘tourism’, therefore, the areas within a WHS 
dedicated to visitors must be planned carefully, 
and visitors to the WHS should not interfere with 
local people’s daily lives or their bonds with the 
WHS (ICOMOS International Committee on Cul-
tural Tourism, 1999).

Article 5, particularly 5.1, is well related to 
‘local communities’ and ‘conservation activities’ 
(WHC, 2016b):

To ensure that effective and active measures are 
taken for the protection, conservation and 
presentation of  the cultural and natural heritage 
situated on its territory, each State Party to this 
Convention shall endeavour, in so far as possible, 
and as appropriate for each country:
1. To adopt a general policy which aims to give 
the cultural and natural heritage a function in 
the life of  the community and to integrate the 
protection of  that heritage into comprehensive 
planning programmes.

This denotes that States Parties are expect-
ed not only to protect and rehabilitate their 
WHSs but also to give their WHSs a role in the 
life of  local communities to which they belong 
(WHC, 2016e). Concerning tourism, ‘tourist’ is 
the only term related to tourism that appears 
only once in the WH Convention (Article 11.4). 
Article 11.4 is chiefly about threats to WHSs 
and the LWHD. Here, ‘tourist development 
 projects’ are listed as a possible risk to WHSs. 
Article 27.1  requires States Parties to enhance 
appreciation of  and respect for WHSs by local 
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and global communities through all suitable 
means, and in particular by educational and 
 information programmes (WHC, 2016b). This 
also signifies the importance of  local communi-
ties for WHSs.

According to the WHC (2016i), UNESCO’s 
WH mission is to:

• Encourage countries to sign the WH Con-
vention and to ensure the protection of  
their natural and cultural heritage;

• Encourage States Parties to the Convention 
to nominate sites within their national ter-
ritory for inclusion on the WHL;

• Encourage States Parties to establish man-
agement plans and set up reporting systems 
on the state of  conservation of  their WHSs;

• Help States Parties safeguard WH proper-
ties by providing technical assistance and 
professional training;

• Provide emergency assistance for WHSs in 
immediate danger;

• Support States Parties’ public awareness- 
building activities for WH conservation;

• Encourage participation of  the local popu-
lation in the preservation of  their cultural 
and natural heritage; and

• Encourage international cooperation in the 
conservation of  our world’s cultural and 
natural heritage.

This mission also endorses the significance 
of  ‘local communities’ and ‘conservation activi-
ties’ for WHSs. As stated in Article 11.4, ‘tourist 
development projects’ are seen as a potential dan-
ger to WHSs. Simultaneously, however, the WHC 
also recognizes the benefits of  tourism for WHSs 
as evidenced in the WHC (2016e) as  follows:

Finally, the inscription of  a site on the World 
Heritage List brings an increase in public 
awareness of  the site and of  its outstanding 
values, thus also increasing the tourist activities 
at the site. When these are well planned for and 
organized respecting sustainable tourism 
principles, they can bring important funds to the 
site and to the local economy.

5 Designation of World  
Heritage Sites

Only States Parties can submit nomination pro-
posals for properties on their territory to be 

considered for inclusion in the WHL (WHC, 
2016k). The process of  WHS designation is rela-
tively complicated; however, its main part is sub-
mission of  a nomination file about a particular 
site (Shackley, 1998a; Leask, 2006). The sub-
mitted file is examined by ICOMOS and/or IUCN, 
depending on the criteria the nominated site is 
 expected to satisfy. These advisory bodies make 
comments on the content of  the nomination file, 
and it is then considered by the WH Committee, 
which decides whether the nominated site de-
serves WH status. The detailed process for WHS 
designation is explained in Fig. 1.1.

Once a site is inscribed as a WHS, it is regu-
larly inspected by UNESCO, and the site may 
lose its WH status if  the management criteria 
are not satisfied (Shackley, 1998a). WHSs may 
also lose their WH status if  a WHS does not 
meet its designation criteria due to lack of  re-
quired conservation measures, over-restoration 
or natural disasters (Shackley, 1998a). For ex-
ample, Dresden Elbe Valley in Germany was list-
ed as a cultural WHS in 2004; however, it lost 
its WH status in 2009 because of  the construc-
tion of  the Waldschlösschen Bridge in the cen-
tre of  its cultural landscape (WHC, 2009). 
However, such a withdrawal is rare, and the 
number of  WHSs has been increasing every 
year. Consequently, the number of  WHSs as of  
May 2018 is 1073, although there were only 
12 WHSs in 1978, the first year WHS inscrip-
tion was made. WHS listing means that a desig-
nated site is awarded the same status with 
existing WHSs, and this signifies that a newly 
inscribed WHS  becomes a competitor to other 
WHSs in terms of  tourism (Evans, 2002). 
Hence, competition among WHSs for excur-
sionists and tourists has been increasingly in-
tense every year.

Usually, there is some difference in the de-
gree of  aspirations for WHS designation be-
tween a national government, local government 
and local people. The case of  Rapa Nui National 
Park (cultural WHS in Chile) (Shackley, 1997) 
is a good example. In this case, WHS designa-
tion encountered opposition from some local 
people, including the mayor, because it would 
restrict development by banning construction 
works that would change its environment. On 
the other hand, other groups welcomed the 
designation for the same reason and intended 
to continue existing management practices 
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Step 1: Tentative List

A State Party must make an ‘inventory’ of its important natural and cultural heritage sites 
located within its boundaries. This inventory is known as the Tentative List.

•

• The Tentative List provides a forecast of the properties a State Party may decide to submit for
inscription in the next five to ten years. The list may be updated at any time.

•

•

•

•

•

•

• •

•

•

•

The WH Committee cannot consider a nomination for inscription on the WHL unless the
property has already been included on the State Party’s Tentative List.

Step 2: The Nomination File

A State Party can plan when to present a nomination file by preparing a Tentative List and
selecting sites from the list.
The WH Centre offers advice and support to the State Party in preparing the file, which needs
to be as comprehensive as possible, ensuring the necessary documentation and maps are
included.
The nomination file is submitted to the WH Centre for review and to check it is complete. If the
file is complete, the WH Centre sends it to the appropriate advisory bodies for evaluation.

Step 3: The Advisory Bodies

A nominated property is independently evaluated by two advisory bodies mandated by the WH
Convention: ICOMOS and IUCN, which, respectively, provide the WH Committee with
evaluations of the cultural and natural sites nominated.
The third advisory body is ICCROM, an intergovernmental organization which provides the
Committee with expert advice on conservation of cultural sites, as well as on training activities.

Step 4a: The World Heritage Committee

Once a site has been nominated and
evaluated by the advisory bodies, it is up
to the WH Committee to make the final
decision on its inscription.
Once a year, the Committee meets to
decide which sites should be inscribed on
the WHL. It can also defer its decision and
request further information on the sites
from the relevant States Parties.

Step 4b: The Criteria for Selection

To be included on the WHL, sites must be of
outstanding universal value and meet at least
one out of ten selection criteria.
These criteria are explained in the
Operational Guidelines for the
Implementation of the WH Convention,
which, besides the text of the Convention, is
the main working tool on WH.
The criteria are regularly revised by the
Committee to reflect the evolution of the WH
concept itself.

Fig. 1.1. Steps for designation of World Heritage Sites. (From: Leask, 2006; WHC, 2016k)

 restricting settlement to the Hanga Roa area 
outside the park and to minimize visitor facil-
ities within the park itself. In the case of  His-
toric Villages of  Shirakawa- go and Gokayama 

(cultural WHS in Japan), the national govern-
ment was much keener to acquire WH status 
than were the local government and people; 
whilst in the case of  Saltaire (cultural WHS in 
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the UK), all types of  key stakeholders, including 
local communities, were  eager for WHS listing 
(Jimura, 2007).

6 Concepts of Heritage and World 
Heritage Sites

The concept of  WHS has achieved exceptional 
success (Winter, 2013) and has been widely 
 accepted. Graham et al. (2000) admit that the 
WHS concept is particularly suitable for the rec-
ognition of  themes that are regarded as signifi-
cant to humanity as a whole, but also warn that 
this concept often brings discord in ideology and 
scale. The issues associated with imbalances in 
WHSs were formally raised in 1994, and since 
then have been improved through various meas-
ures (see Section 3). Nevertheless, this problem 
has not been totally solved (e.g. Meskell et al., 
2015) and some geographical and numeric im-
balance in the WHL still remains. As Smith (2002) 
suggests, questions might be raised about indefi-
nite expansion of  the WHL and depreciation of  
meaning and significance of  WH status in the 
near future. Stated differently, ever- increasing 
numbers of  WHSs might make WHSs common-
place and people might not find them special any 
more.

‘Heritage is our legacy from the past, what 
we live with today, and what we pass on to future 
generations. Our cultural and natural heritage 
are both irreplaceable sources of  life and inspira-
tion’ (WHC, 2016i). How is this concept of  herit-
age similar to or different from those used in the 
real world and academia? Regarding the con-
cepts of  heritage by the real-world organiza-
tions, ICOMOS (2002, cited in Historic England, 
n.d.) states that heritage includes both cultural 
and natural ones; is associated with the past 
and history, used in the current context, and 
should be conserved for the future; and is irre-
placeable assets. According to the University of  
Massachusetts Amherst Centre for Heritage and 
Society (n.d.), heritage is both tangible and in-
tangible; is the full range of  our traditions, mon-
uments, objects and culture inherited from the 
past; contains contemporary activities, meanings, 
and behaviours that we draw from them; and is 
elements of  who we are and how we identify our-
selves. In academia, for example, Lowenthal 
(1998) defines heritage as the contemporary use 

of  the past and argues that the use of  heritage is 
not only for  economic purposes but also has cul-
tural aims. Throsby (1997) notes that heritage 
includes various forms of  cultural capital which 
exemplifies the social, historical or cultural value 
of  the  community.

Although the aforementioned concepts of  
heritage are examples from relevant institutions 
or academic literature, there are similarities and 
differences between these concepts and those 
adopted by WHC (2016i). What heritage means 
in the context of  WHSs includes both cultural 
and natural heritage. Heritage is inherited from 
the past, is used in the current context and needs 
to be passed on to future generations, and these 
points also apply to WHSs. Heritage contains 
both tangible and intangible properties. Con-
cerning this point, WHSs are ‘tangible’ objects, 
buildings, resources, places or spaces which peo-
ple can visit, see and experience. However, intan-
gible elements are also considered in the 
designation process of  WHSs as evidenced by the 
selection criteria (see Table 1.1). Hence, it can be 
stated that WHSs have both tangible and intan-
gible elements of  heritage.

As implied by the University of  Massachu-
setts Amherst Centre for Heritage and Society 
(n.d.) and Throsby (1997), ‘identity’ is also an es-
sential element required to be regarded as herit-
age. In the 20th century, ‘identity’ was one of  the 
most central concepts in the fields of  psychology 
and sociology, and can be categorized into person-
al identity and (social) collective identity (Straub, 
2002). Identity is developed at a personal, local, 
regional or  national level through people’s en-
gagement with their roots, life and background. 
In this sense, heritage is originally a very personal 
thing (personal heritage), but can be something 
whose ‘value’ can be shared at a local, regional or 
national level (collective heritage) through the de-
velopment of  its relationship with certain local 
communities, people in a region or citizens of  a 
nation. Through this process, people would give a 
certain ‘value’ to the thing that enables them to 
have a sense of  identity. Consequently, such a 
thing can be local, regional or national  heritage.

Regarding WHSs, Jimura (2015, 2016a) 
examines the relationship between WHS inscrip-
tion and local identities and claims that WH sta-
tus could play a significant role in shaping or 
enhancing local identity under certain circum-
stances. Furthermore, WH status can also en-
hance national identity (Shackley, 1998b). In 
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the case of  WHSs, however, the properties must 
have OUV to be designated as WHSs, and the 
‘value is mainly defined as relating to the materi-
al being of  the Site with emphasis upon issues 
such as integrity and authenticity’ (Gravari-Barbas 
et al., 2015, p. 6). In fact, WHC (2016i) notes 
that what makes the concept of  WH exceptional 
is its ‘universal’ application and WHSs belong to 
all peoples in the world, irrespective of  the terri-
tory on which WHSs are located. However, Win-
ter (2013) claims that there have been growing 
concerns about the validity of  universalist ap-
proaches towards heritage and the semantics of  
‘universal value’, and this issue is also raised by 
other researchers (e.g. Ashworth and van der 
Aa, 2002; Rakic and Chambers, 2008). As ar-
gued above, ‘identity’ is one of  the vital elements 
of  heritage and can be developed at a personal, 
local, regional or national level. Thus, heritage 
can be given a value in each of  these contexts. If  
so, can heritage have ‘universal’ value? Is there 
heritage that has the same value and is equally 
important for every person in the world? For in-
stance, is the value of  City of  Bath (cultural 
WHS in the UK) as heritage equally important 
for British people who have lived in Bath 
throughout their life and foreigners who have 
never been to the UK? This example implies that 
OUV might not be convincing enough with re-
gard to the ‘universal’ application of  the WHS 
concept. Such criticisms against the ‘universal’ 
aspect of  WHSs are also related to issues in the 
ownership and stewardship of  WHSs (e.g. Boyd 
and Timothy, 2001; Oviedo and Puschkarsky, 
2012) (see Chapter 2). Concerning the owner-
ship, the legal ownership of  a property on the 
WHL belongs to each State Party, whilst its  
moral ownership belongs to all humankind on the 
globe. This dual ownership can provoke issues in 
spirit of  place/heritage; historical links between 
local communities and heritage; the meaning 
heritage has in a local, regional or national con-
text; the position heritage holds in a local com-
munity, region or nation; and decision-making 
in, responsibilities for and stewardship of  herit-
age management and conservation activities. 
Regarding the  management and stewardship of  
WHSs, Article 4 of  the WH Convention states that 
each State Party is responsible for all of  the key 
duties related to their WHSs, including conser-
vation and presentation, but can seek any inter-
national  assistance if  necessary (WHC, 2016b). 

This  denotes that WH status does not guarantee 
automatic financial support for the manage-
ment and conservation of  WHSs (Jimura, 
2016b), although States Parties and regional/
local stakeholders are expected to make efforts to 
retain the WH status their properties have.

As for the ‘value’ part of  OUV, Paragraph 
78 of  the Operational Guidelines states: ’To be 
deemed of  Outstanding Universal Value, a prop-
erty must also meet the conditions of  integrity 
and/or authenticity and must have an adequate 
protection and management system to ensure 
its safeguarding’ (WHC, 2016j). Hence, ‘authen-
ticity’ and ‘integrity’ are two key terms when the 
‘value’ of  nominated properties is evaluated.  
According to the Operational Guidelines, proper-
ties nominated as cultural or mixed WHSs 
must meet the conditions of  ‘authenticity’ and 
those nominated for any type of  WHS shall sat-
isfy the conditions of  ‘integrity’. Paragraphs 
79–86 are about ‘authenticity’ and Paragraphs 
87–95 are on ‘ integrity’. Paragraph 79 states 
‘Properties nominated under criteria (i) to  
(vi) must meet the conditions of  authenticity. 
Annex 4, which includes the Nara Document 
on Authenticity provides a practical basis for 
examining the authenticity of  such properties. 
Moreover, Paragraph 82 enumerates attrib-
utes on which nominated properties meet the 
condition of  authenticity, and they are:

• Form and design;

• Materials and substance;

• Use and function;

• Traditions, techniques and management 
systems;

• Location and setting;

• Language, and other forms of  intangible 
heritage;

• Spirit and feeling; and,

• Other internal and external factors.

From the list of  attributes, it is confirmed that 
both tangible and intangible elements are consid-
ered when the authenticity of  the property nomi-
nated for cultural or mixed WHSs is  assessed.

According to Paragraph 88, ‘Integrity is a 
measure of  the wholeness and intactness of  the 
natural and/or cultural heritage and its attrib-
utes. Examining the conditions of  integrity 
therefore requires assessing the extent to which 
the property:
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a) includes all elements necessary to  express 
its OUV;
b) is of  adequate size to ensure the com-
plete representation of  the features and 
processes which convey the property’s 
significance;
c) suffers from adverse effects of  develop-
ment and/or neglect.

This should be presented in a statement of  
integrity. Therefore, the completeness is required 
for properties nominated for any type of  WHS. 
The significance of  ‘authenticity’ and/or ‘integri-
ty’ that can evidence the OUV of  nominated prop-
erties has been examined in relevant study fields 
(e.g. Pendlebury et al., 2009; Araoz, 2011). Like 
concepts of  heritage, the concepts of  authenticity 
in the WHS context are somewhat different from 
those in the relevant academic fields. In tourism 
studies, authenticity has evoked many debates 
with different views towards it (e.g. Wang, 1999), 
but there is still no consensus about what it ac-
tually means among scholars (e.g. Reisinger and 
Steiner, 2006). The contested aspects of  WH and 
its relevant concepts are also raised by academics 
(e.g. Rakic and Chambers, 2008).

7 Eastern and Western Perspectives

7.1 Introduction

Western perspectives, particularly Europe and 
North America, were well reflected in the WH 
Convention, the properties on the WHL and the 
Operational Guidelines in the 1970s and 1980s. 
This situation has been improved since 1992 
through diverse measures led by the WH Com-
mittee and involvement of, and voices from, 
various key stakeholders of  WHSs. Sections 
1–6 identify key facts and main theories asso-
ciated with WHSs such as heritage, identity, 
value, authenticity, integrity, conservation, 
local communities and tourism. Making the 
most of  my background, a Japanese tourism/
heritage researcher who has been based in the 
UK, I intend to provide readers with eastern 
perspectives, comparing them with western 
perspectives. To this end, this section discusses 
eastern and western viewpoints of  the matters 
relevant to WHSs, mainly referring to Japan as 

an example of  eastern standpoints and the UK 
as an example of  western standpoints.

7.2 Societies and communities

Generally, Asian societies tend to be more work- 
orientated than western societies, especially 
 European societies. This tendency applies to coun-
tries such as Japan (Froese, 2013) and  China 
(Tang, 1993). Although recently this trend has 
been changing in Japan and other developed 
Asian countries, this is still true when working 
hours in the east (especially South Korea and 
 Japan) are compared with those in the west (es-
pecially France and Germany). The collective 
nature of  eastern societies, cultures and behav-
iours, especially those in east Asia, are pointed 
out by researchers (e.g. Davies and Ikeno, 2002), 
and the presence of  Confucianism and Confucian 
ethics cannot be overlooked as the backdrop to 
collectivism in east Asian countries (Wong and 
Ahuvia, 1998; Zhang et al., 2005). However, the 
rise of  individualism could be confirmed in Japan 
(Miyanaga, 1993) since around the 1980s, in 
South Korea (Cha, 1994) since around the 1990s 
and in China (Cao, 2009) since around the 
2000s, particularly among young people living in 
urban areas. This trend can be related to the de-
cline of  a sense of  community or weakened ties 
among local people in these countries. In Japan, 
the tendency can be observed in both urban and 
rural areas and may negatively affect sustainable 
tourism development and heritage conservation 
activities at WHSs (Jimura, 2007, 2011).

7.3 Culture and religion

As discussed above, the influence of  Confucian-
ism should not be underestimated in the socie-
ties in and cultures of  east Asia. Confucianism 
can be regarded as a religion; however, it is recog-
nized by people in these countries more as social 
ethics or philosophy than religion. Buddhism is 
seen as the most dominant religion in this  region 
of  the world, although many people follow Islam, 
Christianity or Hinduism. In Japan, Buddhism 
and Shintoism are the two main religions. Shin-
toism represents a unique Japanese view of  dei-
ties that might make followers of  other religions 
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confused or upset. Followers of  Shintoism believe 
that everything in the universe has its own deity 
(kami). For example, a Japanese person visits a 
Shinto shrine and prays to the deity of  moun-
tains (yama-no-kami) for his/her safety before 
he/she climbs a mountain. The same person goes 
to another Shinto shrine and prays to the deity of  
studies (gakumon-no-kami) before his/her ex-
amination. This way of  thinking is represented as 
‘myriad deities’ (yaoyorozu-no-kami) (Sakurai, 
2014). However, such principles of  Shintoism 
might be difficult to understand and can be seen 
as a lack of  devotion to a certain religion for fol-
lowers of  a monotheistic religion.

The most significant characteristic of  Japan 
would be ‘the way it finds, in a way we [the 
British] do not, the confidence to absorb cultur-
al revolution…Nothing in Japan stands still for a 
moment’ (Spencer, 1991, p. 17). This view 
grasps key characteristics of  Japanese culture. 
In fact, Japan has a long-established tradition of  
adopting elements of  ‘foreign’ culture (Davies 
and  Ikeno, 2002), mainly from China and Korea 
since ancient times, European countries since 
the 16th century and the USA after World War 
II, and has been adapting these elements to fit 
Japanese  society. Jimura (2007) argues that the 
ability of  Japanese society and culture, which 
can incorporate foreign cultures without caus-
ing serious conflicts, is associated with an ideol-
ogy of  Buddhism: all things are in flux and 
nothing is permanent (shogyo-mujo). On the 
other hand, this characteristic can also be un-
derstood negatively: compared with most Euro-
peans, Japanese people have a low sense of  
cultural self-confidence (Graburn, 1995).

7.4 Heritage and authenticity

The Japanese attitude towards authenticity is 
loose compared with the UK’s (Ashworth and 
Tunbridge, 2000). However, their view is beside 
the point (Jimura, 2007). The point lies in the 
differences in attitudes towards authenticity of  
heritage between the two countries. Japanese 
people are more likely to focus on the spirit of  
heritage rather than its original features, while 
British people tend to consider that conserving 
the original features of  heritage is of  primary 
importance (Jimura, 2007). Stated differently, 
Japanese people generally put more importance 

on ‘intangible’ elements of  heritage compared 
with British people in terms of  authenticity of  
heritage. Overall, Japanese people are less con-
cerned about changes in the original features of  
heritage, whilst British people consider that ‘tan-
gible’ elements are vital for authenticity of  herit-
age and attempt to avoid changes in the original 
tangible features (Jimura, 2007).

Ashworth and Tunbridge (2000) also assert 
that Japanese loose attitudes towards authenticity 
of  heritage might account for the Japanese pas-
sion for replica construction such as the new 
17th-century Dutch town in Nagasaki (Huis Ten 
Bosch). Once again, however, this phenomenon 
does not mean the Japanese are relaxed in atti-
tude towards authenticity. Most Japanese visitors 
acknowledge that Huis Ten Bosch is a ‘fake’ Dutch 
town and just want to enjoy something different 
from their daily life (Jimura, 2007), as Urry 
(2002) argues. The ‘value’ for these visitors is 
whether what they see or experience could give 
them a sense of  the extraordinary rather than 
whether what they see or experience is authentic. 
The nature of  Huis Ten Bosch as a tangible object 
or visitor attraction is totally different from the 
nature of  objects or attractions whose authentic-
ity and integrity are indispensable for the mean-
ing of  their existence (e.g. cultural WHSs). Huis 
Ten Bosch recognizes itself  as a theme park (Huis 
Ten Bosch, n.d.) and is a purpose-built attraction. 
Hence, the value of  this type of  visitor attraction 
should not be measured by its authenticity. What 
Japanese visitors expect from Huis Ten Bosch is 
not authenticity itself, although they would still 
expect a certain level of  integrity as a ‘Dutchish’ 
townscape that could create a feel of  ‘staged au-
thenticity’ (McCannell, 1973). A similar but prob-
ably more controversial example is found in China. 
It is ‘Hallstatt in China’, opened in 2012. Hallstatt 
is part of  a cultural WHS, ‘Hallstatt-Dachstein 
Salzkammergut Cultural Landscape’, in Austria 
(WHC, 2018). An exact replica of  Hallstatt was 
created as a high-end housing development. The 
presence of  ‘fake’ Hallstatt caused negative feel-
ings among local communities of  Hallstatt, but, 
ironically, works well in terms of  tourism 
 marketing of  Hallstatt (Wittek, 2015). Yearning 
for western culture would be a main reason why 
such ‘fake’ versions of  western architecture were 
developed in Japan and China, whilst such fake 
versions can be understood by westerners as 
 relaxed attitudes towards authenticity or lack of  
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respect for originality. In 2016, Chinese officials 
were blamed for the repairs to The Great Wall 
(cultural WHS), which left part of  the ancient 
structure smoothed and resembling a concrete 
path (BBC News, 2016). This conservation activi-
ty was also criticized as an eastern example of  le-
nient stances towards authenticity or lack of  
admiration for originality.

7.5 Conservation: culture and nature

Regarding culture, there was a comparatively 
early acceptance of  the role of  public interests, 
both as principal patron and arbiter for culture 
and the arts, and in taking prime responsibility 
for the design of  the built environment (Ash-
worth and Tunbridge, 2000). This seems to have 
been noticeable in the west, especially in Italy, 
France and the UK. In the west, particularly in 
the UK, using original materials as much as pos-
sible in conservation work appears to be essen-
tial to retain authenticity of  heritage. This 
approach to authenticity would be somewhat 
different in the east, typically Japan. There would 
be two main reasons for the difference between 
the east and the west. First, as evidenced by an 
ideology of  Buddhism, shogyo-mujo (Section 
7.3), alterations in the physical elements of  her-
itage are taken less seriously in the east com-
pared to the west, particularly Europe, in terms 
of  authenticity of  heritage. Second, most histor-
ic buildings in Europe and North America are 
made of  stone or brick, whilst those in the east, 
especially the Far East, are made of  wood. In Ja-
pan, the rate of  new house construction is high 
and it is partly due to the Japanese ‘scrap and 
build’ culture where houses have historically 
been replaced on average every 26 years, al-
though their expected durability is now rising 
(Barlow et al., 2003). In general, moreover, the 
countries in the east are more likely to be hit by 
natural disasters such as earthquakes, tsunamis 
and typhoons than those in the west. In fact, 
Ashworth and Tunbridge (2000) argue that due 
to the combinations of  frequent earthquakes, 
highly flammable  building materials and aerial 
bombings, many historic buildings in Japan 
have been destroyed. Overall, historic buildings 
in the east would be more difficult to conserve 
without losing their original materials or fea-
tures than those in the west. Consequently, 

many Japanese historic buildings have been 
completely rebuilt or moved. Such fragility 
would also be a main contributing factor that 
makes the Japanese view of  authenticity differ-
ent from the European one.

For the west, such as Australia (Lines, 
1991) and Germany (Blackbourn, 2011), tradi-
tionally, nature is seen as what people must con-
quer or control. White argues that this view of  
nature is associated with the dominant religion 
in the west, Christianity, and claims that ‘the 
 implications of  Christianity for the conquest of  
nature would emerge more easily in the Western 
atmosphere’ (1967, p. 1206). Curtin (2005) also 
notes that, conventionally, there have been rela-
tively limited interactions between people in the 
west and nature surrounding them. On the other 
hand, Japanese people are traditionally seen as 
nature- loving people, living in ‘harmony’ with na-
ture (Oyadomari, 1989). Interestingly, however, 
conservationism emerged in the west in the late 
19th century. The conservation movement is evi-
denced, for instance, by the establishment of  the 
world’s first national park, Yellowstone National 
Park (USA), in 1872; and the foundation of  the 
National Trust (UK) in 1895. In Japan, the con-
cept of  nature conservation was imported from 
the west and the conservation movement devel-
oped among the intellectual community and was 
 encouraged by the elite during the Meiji period 
(1868–1911) (Oyadomari, 1989). In fact, such a 
movement had not actually occurred in Japanese 
society until the early 1970s, mainly because it 
was associated with the anti-pollution movement 
(Oyadomari, 1989).

In summary, it can be stated that Japanese 
views towards, and their relationships with, na-
ture are different from the west’s, while their ap-
proach to nature conservation is based on the 
western one, and the nature conservation move-
ment seems to be less mature in Japan.

7.6 Cities and planning

Compared to the west, the number of  WHSs 
 designated or recognized as ‘historic centres’ is 
rather limited in the east. Such relatively rare 
 examples include Historic Centre of  Bukhara  
(Uzbekistan) and Historic Centre of  Macao  
(China), although the latter is a former Portu-
guese colony. In the case of  mid-size or large cities 
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in Japan, the only remaining historic zones tend 
to be random patches of  urban fabric near the 
centre or in the areas surrounding the city (e.g. 
Kyoto) (Inaba, 1998, cited in Jimura, 2007). 
Hence, architects and city planners cannot focus 
on the conservation of  historic zones and must 
deal with the conservation of  these zones on a 
larger scale (i.e. urban planning level) (Inaba, 
1998, cited in Jimura, 2007). In Japan, further-
more, it is also challenging to establish a consen-
sus on the appearance of  buildings’ exteriors for 
the aesthetic quality of  the built environment, as 
the rights of  individuals are quite strong. This is-
sue can be associated with limited awareness of  
the significance of  the appearance of  buildings’ 
exteriors and their impact on the built environ-
ment. Under this circumstance, only the strict ap-
plication of  regulations and the distribution of  
monetary compensation can work to control the 
quality of  design of  individual development (Ina-
ba, 1998, cited in Jimura, 2007). In the west, on 
the other hand, the boundaries of  municipalities 
may be effectively limited to built-up areas and 
may even exclude some suburban extensions and 
their peripheral areas (Smailes, 1966). Hence, it 
seems to be natural that the concept of  ‘historic 
centres’ was initially developed from the experi-
ence of  European cities. This can be explained 
partially by the dominant role played by Europe-
an countries over the past 500 years in global 
culture, economics and politics, which has re-
sulted in history and culture resource-rich cities 
being regarded as heritage by globally wide-
spread populations (Ashworth and Tunbridge, 
2000). These European countries have also de-
veloped public urban planning systems earlier 
than the rest of  the world and this process has 
contributed to the conservation and develop-
ment of  ‘historic centres’.

According to Graham et al. (2000), most of  
the built heritage in Europe with medieval origins 
owes its current appearance to 19th-century 
tastes in restoration. This might be due to 
standardized conservation techniques used 
across the world. Regarding heritage, however, 
there is also a clear degree of  local variation in 
heritage selection and management, which relies 
mainly on local initiatives and local implementa-
tion of   national legislation (Graham et al., 2000). 
Orbasli (2000) asserts that the impetus behind 
a strong conservation movement in Europe has 
been the people who set a high valuation on 

older quarters as places to live. This would be dif-
ferent from the views of  the east, especially 
those of  Japanese people. Overall, Japanese peo-
ple prefer new houses to old ones as their place to 
live ( Barlow et al., 2003); although Shimahara 
(2009) claims that the newness of  the interior, 
bathroom and kitchen, rather than that of  the 
building tends to be their main concern. Such at-
titudes are related to their preferences in lifestyle. 
On the whole, convenience is much more impor-
tant for Japanese people than a historic atmos-
phere ( Jimura, 2007).

7.7 Visitors and tourism

Throughout this book, ‘visitors’ are used as a 
term that includes all types of  people who visit 
‘places’. Visitors are divided into two sub-categories: 
excursionists (day trippers) and tourists. The main 
difference between these two is whether they stay 
overnight at places.

Graburn (1995) states that Japanese people 
usually only travel in groups and visit famous 
‘culturally approved’ attractions. Basically, this 
is still true, as they tend to act as groups, espe-
cially same-gender groups, rather than as indi-
viduals or couples, which is more common in 
the west (Jimura, 2007). This nature also applies 
to Chinese and Korean visitors (Meng, 2010) 
and would also be related to collectivism in these 
countries. In their societies, especially in Japanese 
society, harmony and cooperation are regarded as 
sensible attitudes, preferable to showing individual-
ity, and being the same to others gives Japanese 
people peace of  mind, although part of  them 
would not feel like it any more. Many Japanese 
people, particularly the young, have been getting 
more innovative about tourism. Travelling alone 
(Jimura, 2007) or to relatively unknown destina-
tions in foreign countries is not special for them 
anymore. Moreover, many Japanese day trippers 
and tourists no longer stick to visiting well-known 
sites: they prefer to visit something special, not to 
all people but to themselves (Jimura, 2007). 
Hence, there seems to have been a gradual shift 
from collectivism to individualism in Japanese vis-
itors’ behaviour. This trend can also be detected 
among Korean and Chinese visitors.

As an industry, tourism is significant for 
less-developed countries (hereafter LDCs) as 
well as for developed countries, mainly for its 
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economic benefits. In many developed countries 
in the west, their main industries have shifted 
from traditional manufacturing industries to 
service industries, and tourism is a substantial 
part of  it (e.g. Spain, France and Italy). Tourism 
also tends to be seen by LDCs as a suitable indus-
try to gain foreign exchange. In Japan, tourism is 
particularly important for rural areas. Many Jap-
anese rural areas have been suffering a disas-
trous rural out-migration and governments have 
been keen to develop tourism to replace the de-
clining industries such as forestry and farming 
with tourism (Graburn, 1995). However, at-
tracting visitors to rural areas is not easy, be-
cause numerous rural areas are using tourism 
to revitalize their towns or villages. The move-
ments or activities for revitalization of  cities, 
towns and villages, utilizing cultural and natu-
ral heritage unique to each place are called 
‘ muraokoshi’ in Japan (Moon, 2002), and it is 
associated with tourism. In the west, cultural 
and natural heritage also plays important roles 
in tourism, revitalization of  local communities 

and redevelopment of  cities (e.g. Liverpool, UK; 
and, Lisbon, Portugal).

8 Structure of the Book

This opening chapter is followed by chapters on 
WHSs and each of  the three key themes of  this 
book, namely ‘heritage management and conser-
vation activities’ (Chapter 2), ‘tourism’ (Chapters 
3 and 4) and ‘local communities’ (Chapter 5). 
Chapters 6–8 are devoted to the impacts of  WHS 
designation and tourism on local communities 
by type of  impact. Three main areas of  tourism 
impact are discussed: economic (Chapter 6), 
 sociocultural (Chapter 7) and environmental 
( Chapter 8). Chapter 9 discusses contemporary 
developments in and around WHSs and their im-
plications. The final chapter, Chapter 10, sum-
marizes key points in Chapters 1–9 and suggests 
a conceptual model which illustrates the main 
relationships between WHSs, WH status, conser-
vation activities, tourism and local communities.
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