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MODULE TWO:
UNDERSTANDING NATURE-CULTURE LINKAGES IN THE  

CONTEXT OF DISASTERS AND RESILIENCE

Module Two consisted of three days of intensive lectures, group discussions, and participants’ case study 
presentations, from September 22 to 24 at the University of Tsukuba. The lecturers shared theoretical 
and technical knowledge regarding heritage conservation, disasters, and resilience, from both the natural 
heritage practice and the cultural heritage practice. They also talked about practical examples where they 
have worked. The participants presented a total of fifteen case studies in the three sessions: seven UNESCO 
World Heritage sites, three on the tentative lists of their respective countries, one UNESCO Biosphere 
Reserve, three sites protected at the national level, and one UNESCO Geopark.

The first day Dr. Gamini Wijesuriya, former Project Manager at ICCROM – Sites Unit, presented a lecture 
on the evolution of heritage conservation into people-centered and nature-culture linkages approaches. 
Dr. Wijesuriya first described his work at ICCROM and the role of the organization in the training of 
heritage practitioners and specialists in conservation techniques and management.  He emphasized that 
heritage is an evolving practice where exchange is instrumental. He then explained how the conservation 
of nature moved from the concept of isolation of natural areas to ecosystems-based approaches, where 
the interrelations of humans and nature are now valued as positive for biodiversity conservation. The 
conservation of cultural heritage has also shifted from a monument-based approach, that was criticized for 
the idea of “freezing monuments,” to people-centered approaches, where heritage becomes an instrument 
for the sustainable development of communities by recovering functions at the core of communities’ 
everyday lives. Dr. Wijesuriya described how the implementation of the World Heritage Convention 
accompanied this evolution. It was a pioneering instrument in advancing the conservation of heritage which 
involves and contributes to a community’s’ well-being. Moreover, including both the conservation of nature 
and culture, Dr. Wijesuriya explained how the World Heritage Convention has allowed a nature-culture 
approach to heritage conservation to emerge. Initially, with the inclusion of cultural landscapes as a category 
within the Operation Guidelines, and increasingly, with the common work being developed by the Advisory 
Bodies to the Convention, the practice is moving towards a new paradigm, where nature, culture, and 
people would be integrated into a single concept of conservation, with no boundaries. He emphasized the 
importance of traditional knowledge and, other than Western traditions where the nature-culture divide is 
not present, and how these traditions are now being reexamined. He also recalled the different international 
instruments that have been developed and how heritage conservation is now embedded in the UN Agenda 
2030. He mentioned the UNESCO Policy for Integrating a Sustainable Development Perspective into the 
processes of the World Heritage Convention, adopted in 2015, and emphasized that it is an important 
instrument that needs to be adapted by practitioners at their sites. Dr. Wijesuriya insisted on the importance 
of the paradigm shift “from care of heritage to that of pursuing the wellbeing of both heritage and society as 
a whole” and recalled the 2017 Delhi Declaration on Heritage and Democracy by the 19th ICOMOS General 
Assembly, where the organization commits to a “people-centric culture specific approach” for heritage 
conservation and sustainable development.

Subsequently, Ms. Kristal Buckley, a lecturer at Deakin University and an ICOMOS World Heritage Advisor, 
introduced the concepts, processes, and critical issues of the implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention. She talked about the work of ICOMOS in this context, explaining the basic concepts of the 
Convention, the process of nomination, and the concept of outstanding universal value (OUV), putting 
special emphasis on the clarification of the latter’s core concepts: criteria, integrity, authenticity, and 
management plans. She also talked about the listing system as well as the monitoring and reporting systems. 
She continued, explaining what is new in the World Heritage system and mentioned some recent initiatives, 
such as the World Heritage Leadership Programme, a joint endeavor of the IUCN and ICCROM which is 
funded by the Ministry of Climate and Environment of Norway as well as the Connecting Practice Project, 
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another shared venture of ICOMOS and the IUCN, funded by the Christensen Fund, both of which have led to 
the development of the Nature/Culture and Culture/Nature Journeys. Moreover, she mentioned the recent 
rise in conflicts and how these affect heritage conservation and procedures, recalling some emblematic 
cases where political differences impacted the World Heritage system, such as the Mostar Bridge in Bosnia, 
the Preah Vihear Temple on the border of Cambodia and Thailand, and the damages to the cultural heritage 
in the Middle East. She talked about the development of right-based approaches to heritage, the evolving 
notions of authenticity, the direct engagement of civil society during the World Heritage Committee 
Sessions, the initiatives to tackle climate change, and the importance of the sustainable tourism programme. 
She commented on the 2011 UNESCO Historic Urban Landscape Recommendation, that was also a result 
of the work of World Heritage professionals, describing how this recommendation has been used in the 
planning of Ballarat city in Australia, an emblematic case study of the HUL approach.

Ms. Kristal Buckley (Deakin University/ICOMOS) and Dr. Gamini WIjesuriya (former ICCROM) wrapping up after their 
lectures.

After the lectures, the participants were able to ask questions and continue the conversation with both 
lecturers. There were questions regarding OUV, authenticity, buffer zones, and other terminologies of the 
Convention. Moreover, participants requested clarification regarding the relationships between Ramsar sites 
and World Heritage. Other controversial topics included funding and political issues, the imbalance of the list 
and the issue of gentrification within World Heritage sites due to mass tourism.

During the afternoon session, five participants presented their case studies and received feedback from the 
resource persons:

1) Rohayah Che Amat, a Senior Lecturer at Razak Faculty of Technology and Informatics from the Universiti 
Teknologi Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur, presented “Historic Cities of the Straits of Malacca UNESCO World 
Heritage Site: Threats and Challenges.” She described the OUV of the historic cities in Malaysia, 
Georgetown and Melaka, which have been inscribed on the World Heritage List since 2008 under criteria 
(ii), (iii) and (iv). She talked about the problems arising due to development projects, especially in the 
seaside of these port-towns. She further made clear how these projects would increase the vulnerability 
of these cities, mainly to flooding. She suggested that disaster risk management plans need to take into 
consideration a landscape approach for the conservation of this World Heritage property.



147

JOURNAL OF WORLD HERITAGE STUDIES・SPECIAL ISSUE 2019・DISASTERS AND RESILIENCE ISSN 2189-4728

2) Hoseah Wanderi, a researcher at the Directorate of Antiquities Sites and Monuments of the National 
Museums of Kenya, presented “Lamu Old Town: Balancing economic development with conservation 
of heritage,” a World Heritage site since 2001 under criteria (ii), (iv) and (v). He described the values of 
this site, both cultural and natural, as well as related the intangible cultural heritage of the Swahili local 
communities. These communities maintain certain traditional practices for fishing as well as for holding 
festivals, which shows the strong interactions between nature and culture in the area. On the island of 
Lamu, mangrove forests and sand dunes provide a habitat for a diversity of flora and fauna. He stated that 
development projects are menacing the cultural and biological diversity of the Lamu historical coastal 
town and the island. Furthermore, he said that climate change is threatening the island, where the town is 
located, because of the expected rise in sea-level. He detailed the threats to the World Heritage site and 
suggested that a disaster risk management plan and the preparation of local communities are necessary 
to confront the challenges that Lamu Old Town will face in the future.

3) Huaiyun Kou, an Associate Researcher at the Tongji University, China, presented “Post-earthquake 
Redevelopment of Dujiangyan Ancient Town in Sichuan Province, China.” She explained that the 
Dujiangyan Ancient Town is a “National Famous Historic and Cultural City” in China, it was designated in 
1994 and is located in the buffer zone of the World Heritage site, Dujiangyan Irrigation System, which 
was inscribed in 2000. She described how the area has been affected by the rapid urban development 
since the 1980s as well as the 2008 Earthquake. The challenge of the reconstruction project was that 
it confronted heritage conservation with the upgrading of the infrastructure. She added that the 
redevelopment project resulted in the transformation of the function of the area from residence and 
commerce to tourism services, decreasing the population of the town from 15,000 to 2,000. The town 
is vulnerable to several natural hazards, such as earthquakes, mudslides, humidity, and insect pests. She 
suggested that to include a nature-culture approach to the management of the World Heritage sites and 
their buffer zones, academic research should be interdisciplinary and contribute with both qualitative and 
quantitative data that can support the local management and comply with international organizations 
standards.

4) Bohingamuwa Wijerathne, a Senior Lecturer in the Department of History and Archaeology at the 
University of Ruhuna, presented “Matara and Galle Forts: Coastal Cultural Heritage Conservation from 
Matara Fort to Galle Fort in Southern Sri Lanka.” He described coastal heritage sites in Southern Sri Lanka: 
the Old Town of Galle and its Fortifications that has been a World Heritage site since 1988 under criteria (iv), 
and the Matara Fort which is protected under national legislation. He explained that both sites were built 
by the Portuguese and are characterized by the juxtaposition of historical layers due to the occupation of 
different European colonial powers. He showed that the Southern Coastal belt, the area where these sites 
are located, is rich in natural and cultural values but is also vulnerable to natural hazards. Moreover, he 
said that vulnerability is increased by the tourism infrastructure development. These heritage sites were 
affected by the tsunami in 2004 and his research was focused on the impacts on the cultural heritage. 
He emphasized the importance of living traditions and the interrelations between nature and culture 
which need to be considered for disaster risk prevention and post-disaster recovery. He stated that even if 
cultural heritage conservation has been well established in Sri Lanka, there is the need for the integration 
of disaster risk management approaches and culture perspectives into urban planning. He concluded that 
more capacity building is needed.

5) Mohammad Sazzad, an Associate Professor in the Department of Architecture, at MIST, Bangladesh, 
presented “Integrated approach for disaster resilience & management at Mahasthan heritage site.” 
He explained this archaeological site which has been on the Tentative List of Bangladesh since 1999, 
as Mahansthangarh and its Environs. He showed how the archaeological site is exposed to natural 
phenomena that may damage the structures. He explained that the site could be protected by recovering 
the ancient waterways and involving local communities in its protection.

During the first day of the workshop, the case studies dealt with urban areas and archaeological sites that 
are connected to the sea, rivers, and irrigation systems, showing the interrelations of the cultural heritage 
with the natural environment. Challenges discussed were the rising sea levels and regular floods as well as 
earthquakes and the lack of disaster risk management plans at the sites.  
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After the presentations, participants discussed the following questions in groups:

 ● Why are nature-culture linkages important to heritage conservation?
 ● How do the existing international and national frameworks either enable or constrain holistic approaches 
that link nature, culture, and people?

Answering the first question, all of the participants’ groups presented that they agreed that heritage itself 
represents linkages between nature and culture. Some stated that cultural heritage is found in natural 
settings, that nature is the context for cultural evolution, and that nature is constantly influencing culture 
and, therefore, these are closely linked. Moreover, they recalled the importance of ecosystem services 
and nature-based solutions in order to protect cultural heritage from disasters. Participants understood 
that culture evolves along with nature and that heritage is also evolving and, therefore, consider these 
linkages as necessary for heritage conservation. Furthermore, they mentioned that traditional knowledge 
is the representation of the relationship between culture and nature, which also implies that spiritual and 
religious aspects connect nature and culture. Therefore, all participants coincided in their agreement that 
combination and integration in conservation is important, especially because at local levels distinctions 
between nature and culture are not present. They considered that while the separation becomes necessary 
when analyzing and conducting academic research, heritage itself is the representation of a place with 
humans and non-humans, and thus, the division does not make sense.
Regarding the second question, participants also agreed that it is important that the international discourse 
is changing. This is especially true in the development of the SDGs, and the progress of linking the work of 
different sectors as well as in the inclusion of traditional knowledge, though further exploration is needed 
regarding traditional and local knowledge. Nevertheless, they found that in the international level legal 
frameworks there are discrepancies, and in the conventions, there are clear distinctions.

Furthermore, some participants stated that there are constraints at the conceptual level, due to the different 
disciplines and languages used to address the same conservation problems. They added that political 
issues, such as confrontations between environmental conservation and economic growth, are limiting the 
promotion of nature-culture linkages. In academic research there is a clear division or even disconnection 
and there is a need to look for a base of common understanding. 

However, they also recalled the example of the Sanriku Fukko Reconstruction National Park and how the 
Japanese authorities collaborated in the recovery of the Tohoku region after the Great East Japan Tsunami 
and Earthquake in 2011. Yet, not all countries demonstrate such collaborative approaches at the national 
government level.

They mentioned the need for a simplification of frameworks, but at the same time that these can be 
contextualized and site specific. They added that nature-culture guidelines at international levels could be 
useful.

All groups noticed the big challenge in communicating conservation ideas with the local people and the 
difficulties of using a top-down approach. There was a general agreement that there is a need to empower 
people and local communities. This is so that the seeds of understanding nature-culture linkages grow from 
the bottom up because the concepts of nature and culture are so integrated at the local level.

Resource persons summarized the findings, noting that at local levels there is not a divide and that the 
limitation lies in the legal systems and the institutions in charge of heritage conservation. However, they 
also remarked that it is necessary to identify specific components that can help address the gap, taking little 
steps, because we cannot wait for all systems to be perfect. Proactiveness in looking for ways to implement 
this approach is key.

On the second day of the workshop, Dr. Rohit Jigyasu, the UNESCO Chairholder on Cultural Heritage and 
Disaster Risk Management, Ritsumeikan University, ICOMOS Vice-President and ICORP President, presented 
“Disaster Risk Management for Cultural Heritage.” He focused his presentation on key concepts and 
principles in the context of disaster risk management. He illustrated these concepts and principles with 
several examples of disasters, explaining the underlying reasons for the damage to the cultural heritage. 
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He recalled the definition of disaster, which occurs when the coping capacity is exceeded and, therefore, 
there is a need for help because the event gets out of control. In disasters losses are very large and their 
consequences are as well.  He clarified that the time frames of disasters may range from hours to months 
and that it is difficult to establish its starting and ending points. He focused on the different types of 
vulnerabilities and how these are increased. Physical vulnerability can be increased through exposure 
due to location, the sensitivity of materials, and constructions, as well as the ineffectiveness and lack of 
management (maintenance and monitoring). He noted that physical vulnerability may actually be increased 
by restoration and conservation works and other interventions. He added that in some cases, physical 
vulnerability is not caused by infrastructural problems but rather that the design and nature of a site. He 
explained that at some sites, there is a combination of hazards and the impacts are larger. He noted that 
restoration work is the major cause of fire in historic buildings and that vulnerability can be created by 
technology. He clarified that there are other inherent vulnerabilities in cultural heritage related to the nature 
of their location and materials sensitivity. As well, there are vulnerabilities that go beyond the physical, 
such as socio-economic conditions, institutional, and policy frameworks, and he added that the problem 
of people’s attitudes, such as perceptions and religious beliefs, can prevent them from following policies 
and guidelines. He gave some definitions of resilience (Holling, 1973: environment bouncing back; Folke et 
al. 2002: related to society; Mileti, 1999: moving to disasters; Pelling 2003: ability to cope and adapt; and 
the UNISDR 2003: ability to recover). He concluded that the different phases in disaster risk management 
need to be interconnected: before a disaster there is need for prevention, mitigation, preparedness, and 
adaptation; however, during a disaster, emergency response and first aid are key; after the disaster the focus 
shifts to recovery and rehabilitation.

Left: Ms. Radhika Murti presenting about Ecosystem based DRR. Right: Dr. Rohit Jigyasu presents about Disaster Risk 
Management for Cultural Heritage.

The second presenter of the day, Ms. Radhika Murti, Director of the IUCN Global Ecosystem Management 
Programme, gave a lecture on “Ecosystem-based Disaster Risk Reduction: definitions, implementation 
and gaps.” She started her presentation by explaining the potential of using the Eco-DRR approach in 
the conservation and management of World Heritage sites. She mentioned the restoration of slopes, 
the revitalization of historical water systems, and the conservation of wetlands as examples of Nature-
based Solutions for protecting landscapes and preventing disasters. Furthermore, she demonstrated how 
the investment in ecosystem services is more efficient, effective, and economical than investing in grey 
infrastructure. She remarked that heritage has been created in relation to the natural conditions of their 
locations and using the natural events as part of the design. Therefore, she pointed out that in order to 
conserve heritage, it is essential to go back and analyze how it was used, designed, and re-use. After this, 
she gave examples where the damage in the ecosystem, ecosystem services, and green infrastructure, 
have increased the damages by disasters. As well, she gave examples where forests, wetlands, and islands 
worked as protective natural structures against hurricanes and tsunamis. She explained how disasters 
have been used to leverage attention from governments, encouraging them to invest in the conservation 
of nature, in order to prevent and reduce the impact of disasters. She mentioned the case of the Sanriku 
Fukko Reconstruction National Park as an example of how to use Nature as a solution to both promote 
economic development through eco-tourism and conserve nature and the natural protection of the coast 
of Tohoku. She defined Eco-DRR as: “Sustainable management, conservation and restoration of ecosystems 
to provide services that reduce disaster risk by mitigating hazards and by increasing livelihood resilience” 
(PEDRR, 2013). She explained that Eco-DRR can support disaster risk management in all its phases, by taking 
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ecosystems into consideration in risk and vulnerability assessments, by conserving, revitalizing, and restoring 
ecosystems in the disaster risk reduction and preparedness period, and focusing on the restoration and 
recovery of ecosystems, like wetlands or forests, in the relief, early recovery, and reconstruction processes. 
She highlighted the need for hazards and vulnerability assessments, both for social and ecological aspects, 
especially in a context of climate change, and recommended some existing tools, such as the Climate 
Resilience Evaluation for Adaptation Through Empowerment (CREATE) and the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 
(RLE). She gave some examples of the use of CREATE in African countries, like Senegal and Burkina Faso. 
She also explained how they use the RLE to evaluate the role of ecosystems in disaster risk reduction, such 
as forests as stabilizers for slopes, the wetlands and floodplains as controlling floods, or the mangroves, 
saltmarshes, and sand uses as buffers for wind, sandstorms, or storm surges. She referred to two existing 
guides, published by the IUCN: “Protected Areas as Tools for Disaster Risk Reduction” and the “Safe Havens: 
Protected Areas for Disaster Risk Reduction and Climate Adaptation.” After giving several examples of how 
Eco-DRR is being used for recovery and reconstruction, she emphasized the need of including traditional 
and scientific knowledge to create policy frameworks for disaster risk reduction. She finalized by saying that 
there is the need to make exchanges with the culture sector, explore more on how nature-based solutions 
can contribute to cultural heritage, and look at how cultural practices can help nature.

After the lectures, five participants presented their case studies:

1) Jefferson Chua, the Project Coordinator for the World Heritage nomination for Mayon Volcano Natural 
Park, Philippines, presented “The Mixed Heritage Values of Mayon Volcano Natural Park and the Place 
of Narrative in Disaster Response.” His study focused on the 2006 disaster brought about by the effects 
of Typhoon Reming/Durian on the communities surrounding the Mayon Volcano, the government’s 
response, and the possibilities of making cultural and natural heritage protection an essential resource 
in disaster mitigation. He explained that the typhoon, the ensuing lahars, and landslides claimed 1,266 
lives when the dikes designed to mitigate the effects of flooding were not able to withstand the volume 
of the displaced volcanic material which had built up because of the recent volcanic activity. He said that 
the measures taken, and the subsequent government response, showed that, while there were adequate 
mechanisms in place to address individual disaster scenarios, the 2006 disaster demonstrated the need 
for a more holistic understanding of vulnerability, disaster response, and mitigation. He suggested that 
this can be achieved by incorporating heritage values into disaster mitigation policies, especially for a site 
like Mayon where cultural and natural values are inextricably linked to each other.

2) Petrayuna Omega, a lecturer and researcher at Krida Wacana Christian University, Indonesia, presented 
“Disaster Risk at Permanent Residence in Siosar Protected Forest: A Preliminary Study.” He explained 
that the Indonesian government used around 416 hectares of the Siosar Protected Forest, owned by the 
Forestry Ministry, for residential and farming area in order to relocate three villages affected by the 2016 
eruption of Mount Sinabung. He said that problems have emerged as this protected area is being used 
as the relocation centre for the Mount Sinabung refugees. He said that even though the government has 
already developed some disaster risk reduction plans, it needs to take a new step in order to involve all the 
stakeholders, including the community. He suggested that “gotong royong,” a traditional practice used for 
communal work, could be used to implement the disaster risk reduction plans. Moreover, he considers 
that awareness needs to be raised and that more inclusion of the diverse stakeholders in elaborating and 
implementing disaster risk reduction plans is instrumental to conserve both nature and culture in this 
area.

3) Hongtao Liu, the Director of World Heritage Research Center in Southwest Jiaotong University, China, 
presented “Recovery of Traditional Tibetan Villages Post Earthquake in World Natural Heritage Site 
Jiuzhaigou Valley.” He based his presentation on his survey of the damage and recovery status of Tibetan 
traditional villages in Jiuzhaigou World Natural Heritage after the earthquake in 2017.  He explained the 
situation of the Tibetan villages following the earthquake as well as the problems caused in the process 
of recovery. Moreover, he stressed the importance of the conservation and development of the villages 
which show the features of traditional Tibetan architecture, observing that some of these are located in 
the vicinities of natural protected areas. He emphasized the relationship between the cultural and the 
natural heritage as well as the development problems heritage communities face. Finally, he stressed the 
requirements for disaster prevention and mitigation in these traditional villages and in the Natural World 
Heritage site, as well.
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4) Thao Le, head of the secretariat of the Cu Lao Cham-Hoi An Biosphere Reserve in Vietnam, presented 
“Nature-Culture Linkages in the Cu Lao Cham – Hoi An World Biosphere Reserve.” He said that the Cu 
Lao Cham – Hoi An World Biosphere Reserve (CBR) was recognized by UNESCO in 2009 based on natural 
and cultural values. He added that, at present, these values are facing challenges from disaster threats 
and social-economic development. For instance, he explained that this area is prone to heavy typhoons 
and floods, which are impacting the ancient town- a World Heritage site since 1999 and part of the buffer 
zone of the CBR. These disasters have provoked the collapse of river banks and also eroded beaches. 
He said that the sediment and pollution from the mainland are attacking and killing coral-reefs and sea-
grass beds. Furthermore, he mentioned that there are many development and investment plans in the 
coastal areas, which are provoking changes to the natural morphology and fragmenting the aquatic 
habitat, altering the wildlife cycle. However, he explained that the CBR management has been innovative 
in harmonizing the natural and the human ecology, as was seen with the Marine Protected Area which 
connected the Hoi An ancient town through effective zoning and management.

5) Irina Pavlova, a consultant at the Geohazard Risk Reduction Programme at UNESCO, presented “Natural 
UNESCO designated sites as platforms for disaster risk reduction.” She explained how UNESCO-
designated sites (World Heritage sites, Biosphere Reserves, and UNESCO Global Geoparks) promote 
sustainable development and focus on the protection of natural and cultural heritage or the conservation 
and sustainable use of biodiversity and geological resources. She said that more than 2000 UNESCO-
designated sites may be partly or entirely exposed to natural hazards and extreme weather events, with 
potential impacts on the communities living in or near the sites, and on their livelihoods. She emphasized 
that, because of their high cultural and symbolic value, the impact of the loss or damage of a UNESCO-
designated site can resonate across the world and she added that these iconic sites have tremendous 
potential as platforms to share knowledge on Disaster Risk Reduction. She said that many UNESCO-
designated sites have community and tourism-oriented programmes that can help to raise awareness 
about the source of natural hazards, associated risks, and ways to reduce their impact.

Left: Mr. Jefferson Chua, Philippine National Commission for UNESCO, presenting a case study of Mayon volcano, a site 
preparing its nomination for the World Heritage List. Right: Mr. Omega, Petrayuna, Krida Wacana Christian University, 
presenting the case of Siosar Protected Forest in Indonesia.

The case studies presented on the second day clarified how the interrelations between cultural and natural 
heritage can be useful for disaster risk reduction. It was emphasized that having a territorial and ecosystem 
view of the landscape is needed in order to understand the natural phenomena and their connections to 
the tangible and intangible cultural heritage. It was also explored how the nature-culture linkages could be 
useful in the context of a potential Mixed Cultural and Natural Heritage site, prone to hazards. Furthermore, 
the importance of intangible cultural heritage for disaster risk management was pointed out as well as how 
this could be important for nature conservation. Furthermore, other systems for the conservation of culture 
and nature were presented, such as Biosphere Reserves and Geoparks. 

Participants discussed the following questions in groups:

 ● How does nature-culture linkages relate to resilience to disasters?
 ● What makes a landscape vulnerable?
 ● How can heritage contribute to resilience?



152

JOURNAL OF WORLD HERITAGE STUDIES・SPECIAL ISSUE 2019・DISASTERS AND RESILIENCE ISSN 2189-4728

The groups expressed that cultural heritage is a product of adaptation to the environment and that both 
cultural and natural heritage are products of an evolution together. In that sense, they said that nature-
culture linkages relate to resilience because people’s resilience consists in their adaptation to their natural 
setting, which allowed them to accumulate knowledge of nature and to develop coping mechanisms. 
It was found that the stronger the connection between nature and culture, the stronger the level of 
resilience. However, they remarked that some events can be so catastrophic that they can compromise the 
community’s and landscapes ability to rebuild. It was also noticed that resilience is context-dependent, as 
in some places where nature-culture linkages are strong, there may be less capacity or less connectivity, 
affecting the level of resilience. Furthermore, participants said that nature and culture are supposed to be 
combined, in that way they can help decrease the vulnerability of particular places. They insisted in that 
traditional knowledge needs to be considered because people know what to do and have adapted to the 
recurrent events and hazards in the particular areas they inhabit. 

In discussing the vulnerability of landscapes, some participants mentioned that the lack of understanding 
nature and its connection to the people can increase the vulnerability of a landscape. Moreover, 
infrastructure development can affect nature, making a landscape vulnerable. They asserted that if nature 
is respected, the culture can adapt, and people can have sustainable livelihoods. However, some insisted 
that humans are responsible for making a landscape vulnerable, in that they give differentiated value to 
landscapes and, therefore, only care if a valuable landscape is vulnerable. Another group added that there 
are three aspects that can affect a landscape’s vulnerability: the lack of management and governance; 
tourism, because some historic places or natural protected areas are open to tourism and their carrying 
capacity is not properly controlled; and finally, the lack of maintenance.

Regarding how heritage can contribute to resilience, participants agreed that cultural heritage is a product 
of adapting to the natural environment, a product of long-term evolution, so heritage can assist people 
in disasters, through collective memory. Moreover, heritage helps people understand the history of a 
location’s adaptation, for instance, in understanding the ways things were built, so that resources can be 
better managed and used, and at the same time, survive disasters. Some participants said that heritage is 
knowledge. What we have learned from the past and how it can be used in a similar event, makes us more 
resilient. Experience makes people more resilient as well as gives them an identity which can help people 
rebuild and bounce back better.

Dr. Jigyasu commented on the day of lectures, noting that it was very informative and highlighted some 
important findings to keep in mind during the workshop. First, he underlined the importance of a territorial 
approach and said that sometimes, in the cultural heritage sector practitioners tend to look at cultural 
boundaries, forgetting the larger natural setting. He added that in preparing for disasters, natural boundaries 
and jurisdictions need to be considered by both sectors, whose ministries have to cooperate. Secondly, he 
said that even though we need nature-based solutions to protect cultural heritage, and vice versa, we should 
not look at these as binary but together at their interlinkages. Nevertheless, he added, we need to merge 
but also keep in mind that each type of heritage needs their own protection and conservation systems 
because cultural heritage and natural heritage have their specific needs. Thirdly, he insisted that throughout 
the process, we should not forget the importance of improving the quality of life of the people. Fourthly, 
he pointed out the need to connect both levels, bottom-up and top-down, and not to forget that these are 
also important at their own level. Fifth, he said that the discussion on traditional knowledge systems is very 
relevant, in the context of disasters and resilience, and that it needs to be recognized but also adapted to 
the current situations. Especially, he noted, we can see how nature and culture have interacted through 
time by looking at traditional knowledge. Sixth, he said that resilience can be looked at from different 
perspectives and understandings, like from the people’s or nature’s point of view, and he insisted that all 
these perspectives need to be considered. Finally, he said that during the recovery processes there is a need 
to look at the interlinkages between recovery and the people’s livelihoods. He added that beauty cannot 
be the only criteria for reconstruction, but that the larger set of issues, where nature and culture interact 
with each other, needs to be considered. Moreover, he insisted that recovery takes its own time and that we 
need to look at the “in between” periods to help and support the recovery process while it takes place.
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Dr. Maya Ishizawa, CBWNCL Programme Coordinator, explaining the questions for the group discussions.

Mr. Hoseah Wanderi, National Museums of Kenya, presenting the results of the group discussion of the second day.

During the third day of lectures, Professor Masahito Yoshida, Chair of the World Heritage Studies Program 
at the University of Tsukuba, presented the “Japanese experience on Disaster and Resilience - case studies 
of Minami-Sanriku and the Historic Town of Sawara.” He explained that the Japanese archipelago is located 
at the intersection of multiple tectonic plates and that the people who live on the Japanese archipelago 
are exposed to natural hazards, such as volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, tsunamis, typhoons, and floods. 
He said that there are frequent disasters in Japan, some examples being the 2011 Tohoku Earthquake and 
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Tsunami, as well as other recent events, such as torrential rains in Western Japan and the Great Earthquake 
in Hokkaido. He focused on the Tohoku Earthquake and Tsunami since this was the main theme of the field 
work, explaining that the 9.0 magnitude earthquake provoked a tsunami that took the life of more than 
20,000 people. Additionally, this event was followed by the nuclear accident at the Fukushima Nuclear 
Power Plant. He presented how there have been different strategies in different prefectures to build 
resilience in the affected coastal regions; for instance, some prefectures chose to build big walls to protect 
settlements and others use the Eco-DRR, leaving the natural sand beach to recover. He presented some of 
the strategies undertaken in the Minami-Sanriku Town in the Miyagi Prefecture, where cultural and natural 
heritage have been used as a fundamental resource for the reconstruction and recovery processes. He 
focused on the establishment of the Sanriku Fukko Reconstruction National Park and explained which of the 
protected areas have been incorporated into this coastal national park. He pointed out the use of nature 
and natural heritage conservation for building resilience by promoting eco-tourism. He mentioned the 
concept of Reconstruction Tourism, which focuses on learning from the disaster and recovery process in 
Tohoku by sharing the experience of the local community’s disaster response and reconstruction. After this, 
he explained the recovery process of his hometown, the historic town of Sawara in the Chiba Prefecture, 
which was designated as an Important Preservation District in 1996 for a group of traditional buildings. He 
explained how the town was affected by the earthquake in 2011, showing images of historic houses and 
important buildings, and how the community, through the NPO for Ono River and the Sawara Historic Town, 
had worked since 1991 towards the recognition of Sawara as a historical place. He highlighted that this same 
organization was in charge of the recovery process of the cultural heritage in Sawara after the disaster, 
making a survey of the areas affected, and raising funds for their restoration as well as publishing the report 
of the recovery process. He added that, in 2016, Sawara Town became part of the Japan Heritage Program 
of the ACA and the Sawara Traditional Festival became part of the Representative List of Intangible Cultural 
Heritage of UNESCO. Professor Yoshida concluded that resilience is fostered by continuous cooperation 
among community members through agricultural activities and cultural traditions and that communities are 
the custodians and stewards of cultural and natural heritage.

Next, Professor Nobuko Inaba, from the World Heritage Studies Program, explained the “Japanese 
Experience on Disaster and Resilience – Local Governance and Neighborhood Resident Groups.” She 
started her presentation by recalling the myths in Japan where people think that earthquakes are caused by 
a catfish moving under the earth. She added that her presentation would focus on her experience as a staff 
member of the ACA, in charge of hazard mitigation for architectural heritage, and the role of communities in 
both heritage conservation and risk preparedness.  She showed images of different disasters that occurred 
in Japan and how these affected historical buildings. She said that when the ACA staff would survey the state 
of the historical buildings damaged, local people would always ask “What are you doing here while people 
are struggling to live or die?” She pointed out that this represents their lack of understanding of heritage and 
its value. She then explained the lessons learned for cultural heritage practitioners through her experience 
with the disaster response in Japan. She said that the first lesson learned is that no distinctions should be 
made among the heritage types for an effective rescue during the disaster response. The second lesson 
is to prepare databases for a quick response to disasters. The third lesson learned is that it is necessary to 
consider historic landscapes and cultural resources carefully since large-scale recovery and redevelopment 
works must start at once on a scale that is unusual. A fourth lesson is the need to integrate heritage with 
wider disaster preparedness and emergency management systems. The fifth lesson is that disaster relief 
agreements need to be established between local governments and municipalities. She cited an excerpt 
from a statement issued by ICOMOS Sri Lanka, after the tsunami in 2005, where it was recognized that 
conservation and restoration are very important for preserving the memory of the past and building the 
future. She emphasized how important the conservation of cultural heritage is for the socio-psychological 
and socio-cultural needs of local communities in the event of disasters. She then explained the concepts of 
machinami hozon and machi-zukuri, as community-based systems for the conservation of cultural heritage. 
She explained the history of each of these systems, how they work, and their evolution. She highlighted 
the importance of the role of neighborhood associations that are the result of a matured local governance, 
the support of comprehensive and autonomous local governance by the national legal framework, and 
the recognition of neighborhood associations by the national system. She also explained the Disaster 
Countermeasures Basic Act of 1961, revised in 2018, where heritage was integrated. She pointed out that a 
more integrated approach to heritage is needed where tangible and intangible manifestations of our culture 
are linked to the surrounding nature. She added that heritage has an important role in local sustainable 
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development. In Japan, new laws and national programs for territorial/landscape conservation and local 
community revitalization, jointly implemented both by heritage and spatial/land-use control authorities, 
are being undertaken. She finalized her presentation, explaining that the last revision to the Law for the 
Protection of Cultural Properties, integrates a provision for municipal-level master plans for the recognition 
(heritage resource mapping), conservation, and utilization of heritage aiming at their incorporation into the 
wider local plans.

Finally, Dr. Maya Ishizawa, the CBWNCL Programme Coordinator, explained the itinerary and content for 
the field trip to the Tohoku region. She presented information about the general area and the different sites 
that were going to be visited as well as the layers of protection that converge in each one. The first site to be 
visited was Hiraizumi, World Heritage 2004, inscribed onto the World Heritage List under criteria (ii) (iii) (iv) (vi). 
The second site to be visited was Sanriku Fukko Reconstruction National Park, basically the area of Minami-
Sanriku Town, and the Shizugawa Bay, a tentative Ramsar site, also part of the National Park. The last site to 
visit was Matsushima, Place of Scenic Beauty. Besides explaining the program for the site visit, she explained 
the content of Module 4, which was focused on the working groups reflections on theory and practice.

Left: Professor Masahito Yoshida, Chair of World Heritage Studies at the University of Tsukuba, explains the Japanese 
Experience in Disasters and Resilience with two case studies. Right: Professor Nobuko Inaba, from World Heritage 
Studies at the University of Tsukuba, explains the Japanese Experience on Disasters and Resilience from the perspective 
of Local Governance and Neighborhood Resident Groups.

Participants’ questions were focused on better understanding the Japanese system for the conservation 
of natural and cultural heritage. It was remarked that the heritage conservation and governance systems 
in Japan involved local communities in protection, conservation, and post-disasters recovery, which was 
highlighted as an important lesson for other Asia and Pacific countries.

Following the lectures, five participants presented their case studies:

1) Xavier Benedict, a professor at MIDAS Architecture College in India, presented “The Confluence of 
Environment, History and Cultural Landscape of Pulicat Lagoon.” He explained that Pulicat Lagoon is the 
second largest body of water in India, located in Northern Chennai. He affirmed that it is a testimony of 
living heritage, integrating monsoon heritage and the cultural values of South India. He emphasized that 
this old lagoon is one of the five wetlands which attracts monsoon clouds, bringing rain to the South-
East Coast. It has an important place in the world maritime history, as it linked transnational shared 
heritage. He brought attention to the values of this wetland, such as the traditional fishing practice called 
padu-system. Moreover, he said that Pulicat absorbs shock during natural disasters with the support of 
the Buckingham Canal, that works as a lifeline for this Coast. However, he stressed that the sustainable 
living and the lagoon biodiversity are endangered due to development and climate change, suggesting 
that holistic strategies should be used for the lagoon’s cultural landscape restoration, including the 
establishment of an independent authority in charge of the management and conservation of this area.

2) Ryan Yamane, a representative of Hawaii State Legislature in the US, presented “Kaho’olawe Island 
Reserve.” His presentation described the history of Kaho’olawe and options to support this island’s long-
term restoration and resource management. He explained that Kaho’olawe faces significant natural 
and man-made threats, for instance, bomb ordinances still remain on land and in the sea and, due 
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to significant wind and rain erosion, there is very little top soil for vegetation growth. He added that 
Kaho’olawe is directly impacted by climate change and has no fresh water access. With temperatures 
rising, he explained that it is becoming much more difficult to plant native Hawaiian vegetation for 
reforestation. He proposed the use of cultural heritage conservation as a means to increase the resilience 
in Kaho’olawe Island.  

3) Andrea Margotta, a technical specialist at the Cultural Heritage National Service of the Ministry of Culture 
of Chile, presented “Rapa Nui World Heritage Site – Initiatives and Challenges for the Risk Management.” 
She explained that the Rapa Nui National Park, on Easter Island, is a World Cultural Heritage site strongly 
related to the natural environment and with important risk factors. For instance, she mentioned that 
some studies have been conducted in recent years to monitor coastline erosion and the effects of climate 
change on the island. Moreover, she added that fires are also a threat and disaster prevention related to 
earthquakes and tsunamis is being worked one. She said that since 2017, the National Park administration 
is carried out by the Polynesian Indigenous Community Ma’u Henua, created in 2016 and constituted by 
members of the Rapa Nui indigenous community, and suggested that the role that the local community 
can play in disaster risk management, based on their local knowledge, is an interesting aspect to explore.

4) Radhika Kotari, the director of the Jungwa Foundation in India, presented “Nature-Culture Mapping in 
the Trans-Himalayas.” She introduced Tso Moriri-Korzok (Ladakh-India), located in the Trans-Himalayas 
at the edge of the Tibetan plateau, as a unique biodiverse wetland above 4500 masl. She explained that it 
is a locally protected area, an international Ramsar site, and on the Tentative list for World Heritage. She 
added that the Changpa, nomadic pastoralists, have inhabited this landscape for several centuries and 
display a complex and strong relationship with nature that is evident in their way of life. She emphasized 
that the region is highly vulnerable to climate change with a decrease in snowfall, extreme climatic 
events, warming trends, and changes in the productivity of grasslands which affects both wildlife and 
herding practices. Moreover, she said that mass tourism, geopolitical conflicts, and the lack of coping 
or adaptation strategies are further increasing the vulnerability of ecosystems and breaking the social-
cultural fabric of the Changpa nomads. She presented her project that aims at reexamining Tsomoriri-
Korzok in order to map spatial overlaps between Changpa and the wetland ecosystem to showcase 
interdependencies and interactions between nature and cultural systems. She proposed to use this 
mapping as a guide for landscape management and conservation with the onset of these socio-ecological 
changes.

5) Lance Syme, the principal of Kayandel Archaeological Services, presented “The Greater Blue Mountain 
World Heritage Area.” He said that the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area (GBMWHA) is 
managed as a wilderness area and is subject to frequent incidents of bush fire or wild fires. He added that 
wild fires have the potential to impact large tracts of land within the GBMWHA and once started there 
are very hard, if not impossible, to stop. He emphasized that these fires have a catastrophic effect on 
the natural environment and also on the Aboriginal rock art. He added that recently the GBMWHA has 
also been subject to proposals for an increase to the dam wall height of the major water supply dam for 
Sydney. He warned that this increase will result in thousands of kilometers of additional land being subject 
to inundation by the dam waters.

The presentations of the day focused on sites that showed clear interrelations between natural and cultural 
values. Moreover, most of the sites presented showed the critical role of local communities. The importance 
of identifying and respecting traditional and local knowledge systems was emphasized by several presenters. 
Nature-culture linkages were considered an important approach for all of the sites and was already 
embedded in the community-based management of the environment and their resources.

At the end of the day, participants reflected on the following question:

 ● How does this relate to the specific context of the Asia Pacific region?

Participants concluded that the Asia Pacific region can work together on sharing the knowledge on how 
to relieve disasters. They said that the region is a confluence of hazards and vulnerabilities. As part of the 
“Ring of fire” there are seismic hazards, but also a high frequency of meteorological hazards. In terms 
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of vulnerabilities, they noted that most of Asia and the Pacific countries are developing states, with high 
population density, and difficult socio-economic conditions. Furthermore, they mentioned that settlements 
are established along the coastlines, as seen in several case studies, and that island states must deal with 
inaccessibility. Thus, they considered that the Asia Pacific, as a region, shares a hazard-prone context and 
vulnerability at physical, social, and economic levels.

Nevertheless, as a very diverse region, they agreed that each country has to explore how the nature-culture 
linkages are expressed in their heritage in order to use this as a basis for developing policy at different 
levels, in particular, for disaster risk management. Asia Pacific is rich in natural and cultural heritage and 
holds a large multicultural diversity, which has potentials for building resilience. They emphasized that 
each participant has to bring these concepts to the field and look for the support of their governments to 
implement plans where they can apply lessons from the region in their policy-making processes. Moreover, 
they highlighted the need of capacity building, raising awareness of disasters, and the need to strengthen 
nature-culture linkages for risk management.

Furthermore, they considered that heritage has an important place in the life of the people in Asia and the 
Pacific and that there are no clear distinctions between nature and culture. They agreed that governments 
should explore more on the use of natural and cultural resources, considering their interrelations for 
development and resilience.

However, they also pointed out that there are differences in political systems and sometimes there is a 
disconnect between national and local levels. Nevertheless, they suggested that traditional knowledge 
systems should be incorporated into institutional level strategies. They considered that the concept of 
resilience exists in local communities and in diverse community practices in the region. They recalled 
the people-centered approach and insisted that disaster risk management could benefit from important 
traditional and local knowledge, adding that people move as a collective and that this is what makes them 
resilient.

Finally, Ms. Buckley summarized the three intensive days of lectures, highlighting the progressive learning 
and friendly environment built among the workshop participants and resource persons. She added that 
participants’ case studies gave a very diverse and comprehensive vision of the situation in Asia and the 
Pacific and beyond and that this exchange has made everyone richer. She insisted that we need to look 
at applying this learning on the ground. She said that we need to build our own models, stretching how 
nature-culture co-create the landscapes we work on. Moreover, she mentioned that we need to answer, 
through our work, what it means to think holistically across the conventional nature-culture divide. She 
acknowledged Dr. Jigyasu’s and Ms. Murti’s expertise on disaster risk management from both perspectives, 
the cultural and the natural heritage, and how this knowledge can be combined to provide us with a good 
framework. She also said that we need to focus on local co-management and governance and that we need 
resilience all the time, whether or not there is a disaster. She added that we need to explore the components 
of resilience more. After thanking the resource persons for their participation and the organizing team, 
she stated that practice leads to change and practitioners can change what governments do through 
their practice, thus, she encouraged participants to be agents of change, as they work with communities, 
landscapes, and sites. They can make a change by bringing nature and culture into a single frame and bring 
resilience into every part of effective management. 
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Working groups during the third day.

Mr. Xavier Benedict, MIDAS Architecture College, presenting the results of the group discussion of the third day.


