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A B S T R A C T   

Coastal zones are historically rich with unique land/seascapes, tangible artifacts, and intangible cultural heri-
tage. Coastal and maritime cultural heritage (CMCH) contends with various constraining conditions of the sea 
and shore—both geophysical and socially constructed—which we delineate to identify risks and threats to its 
sustainable management. In response to calls for the greater incorporation of CMCH in the name of regional 
development and blue growth, we propose a conceptual framework as a means to identify risks and sustainably 
manage CMCH. We develop the concepts of communities of meaning and communities of participation to address 
how CMCH is created and contested and identify key considerations for its management. Building on theories of 
space, place, and identity, the paper constructs communities of meaning in order to elaborate the various op-
portunities but also tensions in preserving CH and cultivating reliant enterprises as a part of wider regional 
development strategies. Working from this understanding of place and identity in degrees of inclusivity/exclu-
sivity, the paper draws upon literature on deliberative and participatory governance, framed as communities of 
participation. These two concepts provide a vocabulary for managers to address calls for the promotion of CMCH 
and determine appropriate management strategies and governance based on policy objectives and the will of 
potentially multiple communities of meaning.   

1. Introduction 

As uses of the seas and coasts multiply, folding new and old maritime 

practices and activities into management tools such as Marine Spatial 
Planning, Integrated Coastal Zone Management, and Marine Protected 
Areas, becomes increasingly pertinent yet challenging. Determining 
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ways to promote—if not at least accommodate—representation, 
participation, and legitimacy in management tools, processes, and 
governance structures is not always straightforward, especially when 
resources are scarce, decisions are contentious, and actors hold diverse 
and diverging values. Moreover, as changes bear consequences for 
coastal and maritime communities (both place-based and networked), 
many encourage consideration of social and cultural consequences of 
policies. Relatedly, we see articulations of cultural heritage (CH) emerge 
as the role of fisheries, shipbuilding, and other traditional maritime 
trades shifts and transforms. The calls to incorporate CH into manage-
ment plans and blue growth strategies thus encourages examination into 
how CH is addressed in international conventions and how it is 
conceptualized. 

The protection, conservation, and management of CH is political and 
has been on international policy agendas since the 1950s. Multiple 
disciplines, such as archaeology, human geography, (cultural) anthro-
pology and history have elaborated its definition, its purposes, and its 
conceptualization (Ahmad, 2006; Blake, 2000; Vecco, 2010). CH can be 
categorized as tangible and intangible. Tangible CH encapsulates the 
physical and material elements of heritage (e.g., sculptures, paintings, 
monuments, buildings, archaeological sites, tools). Intangible heritage 
refers to “Practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, skills—as 
well as instruments, objects, artifacts and cultural spaces associated 
therewith—that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals 
recognize as part of their cultural heritage” (UNESCO, 2003: 2). 

Coastal and marine regions are gateways connecting land and sea, 
with unique landscapes and seascapes and related tangible and intan-
gible CH, such as underwater and coastal antiquities, coastal archaeo-
logical sites, traditional material cultures such as fishing, maritime 
communities, and traditional gear and instruments. Based on Alegret 
and Carbonell (2014), we define coastal and maritime cultural hertiage 
(CMCH) as a set of tangibles and intangibles linked to human activities 
and interactions taking place within coastal and marine (geographical or 
cultural) areas in the past, the present, and imagined futures. This 
definition includes tangible CH, such as boats and ships, the skills to 
build them and other traditional craftsmanship, as well as unique houses 
and lighthouses (Galili and Rosen, 2010), and intangible CH, such as the 
ethos and identity of places, such as a fishing village (Nadel-Klein, 2003; 
Martindale, 2014; Urquhart and Acott, 2013). Specific to CMCH are the 
constraining conditions of the sea and shore, which affect the preser-
vation, protection, utilization, and management of CMCH. These con-
straining conditions include specific and changing coastal, estuarine, 
and marine environments, the impacts of climate change, expansion of 
coastal tourism, economic restructuring in key maritime sectors, and 
demographic changes, remoteness and peripheralization. 

In this paper, we argue that sustainable management of CMCH re-
quires understanding CMCH as the product of interactions of actors in 
communities of meaning and communities of participation. A community 
of meaning consists of a diversity of actors who share a concern regarding 
sustainable practices of CMCH and who define and develop these 
practices of CMCH by dealing with and referring to the constraining 
conditions. In communities of meaning, actors imbue objects and prac-
tices with significance. Taking the scholarship on a relational sense of 
place, however, we can see how boundaries—spatially-constructed and/ 
or identity-based—can work to include or exclude certain actors from 
determining what is defined as CMCH and best practices for its man-
agement. In turn, we supplement communities of meaning with com-
munities of participation. A community of participation is the governance 
setting of CMCH and delineates which actors are included and excluded 
and how CMCH is managed. The involvement of actors can range from 
indirect participation to forms of active and direct participation or 
deliberation (Held, 1996; Warren, 1999; Fung and Wright, 2001; van 
Tatenhove and Leroy, 2003; Ranger et al., 2016). We build up and 
discuss these framing concepts and their related literatures later in the 
paper. 

In section 2, the article briefly describes the evolution of the 

definition of CH and outlines the progression of policies and governance 
frameworks concerning CH and CMCH. In section 3, the paper addresses 
the threats, challenges, and constraining conditions of coastal areas, 
which affect the sustainable management of CMCH. We elaborate com-
munities of meaning in section 4 through select scholarship on space, 
place, and identity. Section 5 addresses communities of participation, 
which are formed on the basis of boundary-making and inclusion/ 
exclusion, and suggests how elements from participatory and delibera-
tive governance can inform management of CMCH. Section 6 presents 
conclusions on these related discussions. The paper is theoretically 
driven and thus draws its evidence from scholarship and grey literature. 

2. Cultural heritage: evolution of concept through international 
conventions 

The discourse on CH developed from the protection of monuments 
and artifacts designated as CH, passing untouched through generations, 
to considerations on how citizens and societies can benefit from their CH 
(Veldpaus and Roders, 2014; Holtorf, 2011; Mileu et al., 2013). UNESCO 
(United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization) is the 
primary, international body focused on the protection of CH. Initially 
UNESCO charters focused on tangible cultural heritage encapsulating 
the physical elements of heritage: artifacts, architecture, art, tools and 
clothes. However, the Krakow Charter (“The Charter of Krakow, 2000 
Principles for Conservation and Restoration of Built Heritage” 2000) 
broadened the interpretation of CH, recognizing the value of intangible 
cultural heritage and CH’s connection to memory. The Convention for 
Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003) was a fundamental shift in paradigm 
recognizing that non-physical or non-material CH was worth protecting 
(Vecco, 2010).1 The inclusion of intangible CH in the spectrum of CH in 
international law facilitates the protection or even revival of local cul-
tural traditions (Alegret and Carbonell, 2014). Table 1 summarizes the 
significant changes in CH’s conceptualization through the progression of 
UNESCO conventions and influential European Union (EU) and national 
level statutes. 

Paralleling the differentiation of forms of authenticity (MacLeod, 
2006), the designation of what was/is CH started as an exercise in expert 
assessment, building on the assumption that objects held intrinsic value 
(Vecco, 2010). But as the field has evolved, calls for the democratization 
or the incorporation of local knowledge and cultural meanings of com-
munities (of the mind and place-based) in what constitutes expertise 
rose (Parkinson et al., 2016; Vecco, 2010). Thus, selection criteria 
changed, and historic and artistic values expanded to cultural value in 
terms of identity and the object’s interaction with memory (Vecco, 
2010). This democratization of who determines CH should thus be re-
flected in who determines its management but can be challenging in 
terms of the tensions and divisions among groups who assign certain 
objects and practices meaning versus others, a tension we explore later. 

2.1. Cultural heritage in the coastal and marine realm 

Coastal and Marine Cultural Heritage (CMCH) includes underwater 
and coastal antiquities, coastal archaeological sites and traditional ma-
terial cultures such as fishing and marine communities, traditional gear 
and instruments. The uniqueness of underwater CH has been codified in 
the 2001 UNESCO Charter on Underwater CH and defines underwater 
cultural heritage as: 

All traces of human existence having a cultural, historical or 
archaeological character which have been partially or totally un-
derwater, periodically or continuously, for at least 100 years such as: 
(i) sites, structures, buildings, artefacts, and human remains, 
together with their archaeological and natural context; (ii) vessels, 

1 Notably, ICH was protected much earlier in Asian countries. 
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aircraft, other vehicles or any part thereof, their cargo or other 
contents, together with their archaeological and natural context; and 
(iii) objects of prehistoric character (UNESCO, 2001: Article 1). 
CMCH also includes boats and ships, the skills to build them, and 

other traditional work-related techniques, lighthouses, unique houses 
and shelters and their construction materials (Galili and Rosen, 2010). 
Maritime heritage encompasses the unique ethos and identity of places 
such as a fishing villages (Westerdahl, 2007; Nadel-Klein, 2003). Addi-
tionally, the marine cultural land/seascape and its signatures of past 
human behavior and activities is also embedded in our CMCH (West-
erdahl, 1992, 2007). As the types of coastal and maritime activities 
expand presently and into the future, research has revealed how little 
CMCH is included in marine spatial planning and integrated coastal zone 
management (Khakzad et al., 2015; Papageorgiou, 2018). 

3. Constraining conditions of sea & shore: risks and threats to 
CMCH 

Human interaction with coastal environments influences land and 
seascapes and has played an important role in the formation of maritime 
and coastal cultural heritage. Such unique coastal and marine conditions 
which influence the development of CMCH also play a role in current 

Table 1 
Chronology of significant changes in cultural heritage governance and impli-
cations for conceptualization of cultural heritage.  

Chronology of significant changes in cultural heritage governance and implications for 
conceptualization of cultural heritage 
Statute Date, Authority Significance 
Cultural Properties Protection 

Law 
1950, Japan  • One of the first systems 

enacted in the world to 
protect and preserve 
intangible CH  

• Recognized the human 
skills possessed by 
individuals or groups who 
are indispensable for the 
production of cultural 
properties  

• Recognized and included 
financial support in order to 
foster the transmission of 
skills and knowledge 

Convention for the Protection 
of Cultural Property in the 
Event of Armed Conflict 
(“Hague Convention”) 

1954, UNESCO  • First UNESCO convention 
regarding cultural heritage  

• Protected CH in the event of 
armed conflict (post WWII 
influence)  

• Dealt with manifestations of 
CH, using the term “cultural 
property” for the first time 
in international law 

Restoration of Monuments and 
Sites (“The Venice Charter”) 

1964, UNESCO  • Guidelines for selecting and 
conserving historic 
buildings and monuments  

• Recognized the context or 
setting of CH  

• Included evidence of a 
particular civilization, a 
significant development or 
a historic event in the CH 
definition 

Convention Concerning the 
Protection of the World 
Cultural and Natural 
Heritage 

1972, UNESCO  • Recognized geographically 
and historically unique 
places and sites 

The Australia ICOMOS Charter 
for Places of Cultural 
Significance (“The Burra 
Charter”) 

1979, ICOMOS  • Exemplified links to the 
philosophy of the “Venice 
Charter”  

• Used as a reference point in 
promoting community 
inclusion in CH 
conservation 

Articles 149 & 303 of the 
United Nations Convention 
on the Law of the Sea 

1982, UNCLOS  • Addressed for the first time 
the protection of marine 
cultural heritage in the form 
of tangible, underwater 
heritage 

Recommendation on the 
Safeguarding of Traditional 
Culture and Folklore 

1989, UNESCO  • Targeted non-material CH 
protection in an interna-
tional instrument for the 
first time  

• Took a major step toward 
formal recognition of 
intangible heritage and the 
need to safeguard it 

European Convention on the 
Protection of the 
Archaeological Heritage 
(“Valetta Treaty” or “Malta 
Convention”) 

1992, Council 
of Europe  

• Indicated that underwater 
CH was gaining recognition 
as a part of archaeological 
heritage 

Charter on the Protection and 
Management of Underwater 
Cultural Heritage 

1996, ICOMOS  • Newly defined underwater 
CH, supporting the growing 
understanding of 
underwater CH as a non- 
renewable resource with 
the potential to strengthen 
national identity and pro-
mote tourism 

2000, ICOMOS  

Table 1 (continued ) 
Chronology of significant changes in cultural heritage governance and implications for 
conceptualization of cultural heritage 
Statute Date, Authority Significance 
Principles for the conservation 

and restoration of built 
heritage (“Krakow Charter”)  

• Underscored the 
importance of memory as a 
reason to protect 
monuments 

UNESCO Convention for 
Underwater Cultural 
Heritage 

2001, UNESCO  • First time UNESCO protects 
underwater CH  

• Underwater CH now 
primarily understood as a 
non-renewable resource 

European Charter for the 
Conservation and 
Restoration of Traditional 
Ships in Operation 
(“Barcelona Charter”) 

2003, European 
Maritime 
Heritage  

• Established an informal but 
widely accepted standard 
for maintenance and 
restoration of historic 
watercraft still in operation  

• Developed on the basis of 
the UNESCO Venice Charter 
(1964) to include the 
principles for protection of 
marine heritage 

The Convention for Intangible 
Cultural Heritage 

2003, UNESCO  • Fundamental shift in 
paradigms recognizing the 
non-material and non- 
physical CH as worthy of 
protection 

Towards a future Maritime 
Policy for the Union: A 
European vision for the 
oceans and seas 

2006, European 
Commission  

• Addressed marine CH in a 
broader sense than in the 
UNESCO context.  

• Sought to balance 
economic, social, and 
environmental dimensions 
of sustainable development 
and to work as a political 
instrument in building a 
common marine identity for 
Europeans. 

Towards an integrated 
approach to cultural 
heritage for Europe 

2014, European 
Commission  

• Aimed to pursue the 
analysis of the economic 
and social impact of CH in 
the EU and contribute to the 
development of a strategic 
dimension 

UNESCO: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 
ICOMOS: International Council on Monuments and Sites. 
UNCLOS: United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. 
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and future exploitation. Physical conditions along the coasts, including 
climate change; the literal, invisible nature of CMCH; its figurative, 
invisible nature, and the challenges of being “over loved” are four major 
risks and threats seen in the utilization and protection of this CMCH. 

3.1. CMCH under threat: climate change, coastal erosion, and increasing 
storm surge 

Given the nature of coasts and the marine environment, CMCH is 
under particular threat from climate-change related events and condi-
tions such as changes in precipitation, humidity, flooding, increasing 
storm surges and coastal erosion (Daire et al., 2012; Fatorić and See-
kamp, 2017b; Köpsel and Walsh, 2018; Sesana et al., 2018). Climate 
change is identified as the greatest agent of (environmental) change 
facing built heritage (Cassar, 2005). Climate change impacts tangible 
culture (Daire et al., 2012) coastal landscapes (Fatorić and Seekamp, 
2017a), and intangible heritage e.g. via forced migration (Maldonado 
et al., 2013). Such environmental change (e.g., from flooding) can result 
in abandonment when certain ways of life are no longer a viable means 
of making a living (Fatorić and Seekamp, 2017). Priorities have changed 
from solely focusing on estimating impacts and vulnerabilities to 
including mitigation approaches in the planning process (Wise et al., 
2014). Many CH specialists also see a need to move adaptive approaches 
to climate change from reactive to proactive and planned ones (Wise 
et al., 2014). 

3.1.1. Resilience as antidote? 
Nonetheless, climate change policies illustrate that the operational-

ization of the concept of resilience largely supports the continuation of 
the status quo (Brown,2012). The implementation of resilience policies, 
therefore, underline recovery to pre-crisis conditions rather than 
fundamental change and are largely aimed at supporting incremental 
rather than profound change (Jerneck and Olsson, 2008). Furthermore, 
by facilitating particular responses to crises, use of the resilience concept 
may even prevent crucial changes and enable the continuation of 
practices which are, in the long-term, unsustainable (Brown, 2014). 

Another question which arises from considering resilience is the lack 
of questioning the outcome of resilience. It is critically important to 
consider what is the desired outcome that is to be created through 
resilience policies and actions and whose resilience is being developed 
(Davoudi et al., 2012). If fostering resilience requires social adaptations, 
then some sections of society will gain, and others will lose in 
resilience-building processes. In the social context, we, therefore, cannot 
instigate resilience processes without considering issues of procedural 
and distributive justice and fairness (Davoudi et al., 2012). This includes 
the coastal and maritime cultural heritage situation, as well. Which 
groups will benefit from CH preservation; and which will not? This 
impacts the society, and in turn, the overall impact and effect of the CH 
management. 

3.2. CMCH as physically hidden 

Being underwater and hidden from the naked eye are some of the 
primary attributes differentiating CMCH from terrestrial-based CH. As 
De Vivo (2012) points out, tangible, currently-located-underwater CH is 
often unseen and hidden to the wider public. These circumstances are 
tied to its low retrievability factor, or “the capacity of a cultural object to 
reach and be accessible to people” (De Vivo, 2012; Schudson, 1989). It 
takes specialist skills (e.g., scuba diving) or specialist activities (e.g., 
archaeological excavation; installation of CH in museums; 
computer-assisted visualizations) to make submerged CH visible. Even 
so, underwater CH currently faces unprecedented threats in the 21st 
century (Flatman, 2009) as technology increasingly allows planned ac-
cess by leisure seekers and salvage hunters alike (Holmes et al., 2017; 
McCartney, 2017)—and even accidental access by maritime industries 
(e.g., fishing trawls and aggregate extraction)—with limited protection 

available for sites spread out underwater. Due to UNESCO’s influence 
and its definition of underwater cultural heritage delimited to “for at 
least 100 years,” many later shipwrecks, especially of the WWII era, are 
set outside global CH (McCartney, 2017). 

3.3. CMCH, peripherality, and implications of greater accessibility 

CMCH can also be metaphorically hidden from view if it is situated in 
peripheral areas—understood as geographically, politically, socially, or 
culturally constructed. Peripherality can be spatial and temporal; it can 
also involve core-periphery interrelationships (Garrod and Wilson, 
2004). Often these places are constructed as “weak regions” character-
ized by low economic growth, higher than average out-migration and 
un-employment (Eriksson, 2008: 369). Rural, coastal economies, by 
being peripheral have turned to developing and advertising their unique 
attributes, which, for many, includes CMCH and littoral landscapes. 
Continuing or emerging sustainable tourism can help preserve cultural 
tradition under threat (Cohen 1988), albeit with varying degrees of 
sustainability (Gössling et al., 2002). Peripherality and CMCH are also 
addressed in policy. For example, the EU is working to diversify local 
economies through a focus on CMCH topics such as pesca-tourism (e.g. 
Piasecki et al., 2016) and other areas of cultural heritage (e.g. Aytuğ and 
Mikaeili, 2017; European Council, n.d.; FARNET, 2017). Coastal and 
maritime tourism is an important sector with over 3.2 million people 
employed, generating €183 billion (European Commission, n.d.) None-
theless, the current push for CMCH-based tourism and development 
comes with some risk. The risk of such invisibility is two-fold; first, from 
lack of consideration in policies and development; and second, in 
increasing its visibility, threats arise from new-found attention. Popu-
lation growth and increased tourism in coastal regions can bring risks 
due to development and overuse (e.g., garbage destroying seascapes, 
increased visitors increasing pollution), resulting in ecosystem degra-
dation (Duxbury and Dickinson, 2007) and the loss of associated cultural 
heritage. 

CMCH can also be at risk from the CH designation-process itself, 
which can thereby “freeze” the heritage in time (Campbell, 2008). 
Communities can become “museum” towns when maritime activities 
cease or are pushed out (Ounanian, 2015, 2019). In some cases, the 
growing number of cultural and heritage “consumers” has produced 
shorthand, reductive, and inauthentic representations of identity. 
Additionally, due to globalization and resulting “MacDonaldization” 

and “Disneyfication” of cities, many coastal, urban centers are at risk of 
losing their uniqueness as waterfronts and high streets are increasingly 
designed to resemble each other and are disembodied from their coastal 
heritage (Rossi, 2017; Lee, 2017). 

In addition to understanding and responding to these risks and 
threats to CMCH, sustainable management of CMCH requires under-
standing CMCH as the result of interactions of actors in communities of 
meaning and communities of participation. 

4. Theories on identity, space and place to construct 
communities of meaning 

CH draws its meanings and importance from its invocation of 
memory (Vecco, 2010; Parkinson et al., 2016; Burström, 2009; Anto-
nova and Rieser, 2018), a sense of shared identity and/or experience 
(Parkinson et al., 2016; Holtorf, 2011; Claesson, 2011), and community 
building and maintenance (Holtorf, 2011; Palmer and de Carvalho, 
2008). In connection to coastal tourism, heritage narratives have 
become an increasingly important means of distinction although in 
different local iterations (Egberts and Hundstad, 2019). Therefore, to 
better understand the multifaceted character of CMCH, scholarship on 
identity, space, and place sets CH in the wider social science debate on 
meaning, memory, and the juxtaposition of commonality and diversity. 
In the following sub-sections, we discuss the developments of the con-
cepts of identity and space and place and the connections among them. 
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4.1. Identity 

Kluckhohn (1954: 694–695) stated that “culture is to a society as 
memory is to a person.” Identity construction can therefore be seen as a 
culturally mediated choice in terms of identification with one’s own 
culture and self-reflection on how to live in a given sociocultural envi-
ronment (Golubović, 2011). However, the concepts of culture and 
identity are sometimes mixed and difficult to distinguish. According to 
Grimson (2010: 63) “Culture is related to sedimented practices, beliefs 
and meanings” and “Identity refers to our feelings of belonging to a 
collective.” These differences in scope, pose a theoretical problem 
related to cultural homogeneity, that is to say, the members of a social 
group, with feelings of belonging, are not necessarily homogenous 
(Grimson, 2010). With increasing statements and policies valorizing CH, 
its value or purpose in society can be taken for granted with assertions 
that it provides identity and connection among people. Policies and 
doctrines on CH often remark on its intrinsic connection to identity, but 
this link has not been adequately examined. Primarily, calls for unity 
through CH gloss over a somewhat fraught history of CH and its capacity 
to exclude or nullify the memories of groups, especially those margin-
alized or in the minority. Fojut (2008: 18) observes, “Heritage can build 
bridges, but it can also emphasize gulfs.” Designation of CH is not 
innocuous, as Holtorf (2011: 10) underscores the origins of CH in 
connection to 19th century nation-state building in Europe; CH was to 
“support an exclusive collective identity for each nation, by providing it 
with a distinctive origin and evolution to the present day.” 

4.2. Space and place 

Tuan (1977: 6), makes a simple, yet elegant distinction between 
space and place: “If we think of space as that which allows movement, 
then place is pause; each pause in movement makes it possible for 
location to be transformed into place.” Places gain appellations, which 
indicate that cultures and/or societies have come to some agreement on 
significance and meaning; although, different cultures may assign 
different names or deem some places more important or sacred than 
others. Referring to Lukermann (1964), Relph (1976) identifies six 
components of the concept of place:  

1. Place as location  
2. Place as the integration or ensemble of nature and culture  
3. Places as interconnected and the notion of circulation  
4. Place as localized and part of larger areas  
5. Places as emerging and becoming and having histories  
6. Places have meaning 

From this list above, conceptualizations (2), (3), (5), and (6) are 
especially relevant to discussions of CMCH. Indeed, coastal landscapes 
and seascapes are ensembles of nature and culture, as well as being 
interconnected through the movement of people, especially via the sea 
and waterways. Furthermore, coastal places are under flux and have 
both unifying histories (e.g., maritime trade, shipbuilding), but also 
embody local distinction as an amalgamation of their particular shore-
lines, connections to inland communities, and inhabitants. Sense of 
place, also referred to as place attachment, connects emotional, behav-
ioral, and cognitive aspects of the relationship between people and the 
places where they live, work, recreate, or visit, (Cheng et al., 2003; 
Jorgensen and Stedman, 2006). Theoretically and empirically sup-
ported, sense of place recognizes that people can feel bonds with a place 
that they do not wish to break, derive a sense of identity by association 
with a particular location or region, or recognize their dependence on a 
place in the fulfillment of goals or needs (Williams and Vaske, 2003; 
Kyle et al., 2005; Jorgensen and Stedman, 2006; Cross et al., 2011). 

The conceptualization of place within CMCH takes different forms. 
First, perspectives on the coasts and seas can be oriented toward a 
universality in connection to the experiences of seafaring, fishing, 

foraging alongshore, etc., but at times such monolithic representations 
miss the differentiated experience based on gender, class, race, 
ethnicity, occupation, and the overlay of multiple identities. Second, the 
tension between boundaries and scale addresses what is included or not 
within particular borders, and the tension between the local and the 
global in many coastal places. The third and fourth points connect to 
each other—place as security versus challenge and place coopted by 
reactionary political movements. Place can offer feelings of home, 
connection, rootedness, much of which is considered and discussed in 
both phenomenological geography (Relph, 1976; Cuba and Hummon, 
1993; Tuan, 2001) and investigated quantitatively in environmental 
psychology and sociology (Stedman, 2003; Jorgensen and Stedman, 
2001, 2006). But in some instances, place can be used to protect turf, 
nullify difference, and exclude (Massey, 2018). 

4.3. Political implications of place: borders, boundaries, and the other 

In one way, places have borders and boundaries, and designations of 
space as place center on histories, historical continuity, and unique 
identity. Articulation of “placelessness” (Relph, 1976) and concerns for 
increasing homogeneity and aesthetic uniformity due to globalization 
and the West’s cultural dominance (Casey, 2001) harken to feelings of 
loss and fear that local or regional distinction will erode. Acknowledging 
the problems with an arch defense of feelings of security and sense of 
place, Massey (1992) endeavors to find a middle road by advocating we 
“Face up to—rather than simply deny—people’s need for attachment of 
some sort.” Central to Massey’s concerns about place is its conceptual-
ization as a bounded or closed entity. “Attempts to fix the meaning of 
places, to enclose and defend them; they construct singular, fixed and 
static identities for places, and they interpret places as bounded enclosed 
spaces defined through counter-position against the Other who is 
outside,” (Massey, 2018: 170). Thus, there are political implications to 
designations of place. 

Massey’s warning of the (ultra) conservative co-opting of place and 
sense of place speaks directly to CH. Massey warns of heritage centers: 
they “seek the identity of a place by laying claim to some particular 
moment/location in time-space when the definition of the area and the 
social relations dominant within it were to the advantage of that 
particular claimant group,” (Massey, 2018: 171). Although Massey may 
be stark in this criticism, it presents a consideration when navigating 
remembered pasts, challenging presents, and cultures that have been 
cultivated and those that have been discarded in previous deca-
des/centuries. For example, the redevelopment of sections of Belfast, 
Northern Ireland with the Titanic’s dominating narrative has ignored 
other forms of maritime heritage including shipbuilders and the role of 
women. Tuan (1977) proposes three criteria for preservation: aesthetic, 
moral, and morale-boosting. Within society the agreement on what is 
meaningful in the aesthetic or moral is subjective and what is 
morale-boosting for some, may be oppressive for others. 

4.3.1. Reflections on inclusion and exclusion 
Scholarship on identity provides insight into different forms of 

connection people make to others, especially the contemporary insight 
on intersectionality or the overlay of multiple identities. Boundaries and 
enclosure enable an “invasion discourse” whereby dominant political 
and/or cultural forces claim history to set singular designations and 
preclude new or marginal groups (Massey, 1992). A relational under-
standing of space/place (Massey, 1992) pushes back on the universality 
of experience and an essentialism that can emerge from calls for “unity” 

and helps us question hegemonic narratives that deserve examination 
and critique. Furthermore, discussions within space/place/landscape 
address challenges in understanding and operationalizing connection to 
the environment. In many respects, tangible CH has an analogue in the 
concepts of materiality and intangible CH relates greatly to discussions 
of identity. 

A community of meaning consists of a diversity of actors who share a 
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concern regarding sustainable practices of CMCH and who define and 
develop these practices of CMCH by dealing with and referring to the 
constraining conditions. In communities of meaning, CMCH is actively 
used to construct or challenge place narratives and place identities (and 
vice versa), which is reflected in the way CMCH is taken up in political 
and policy-making processes. For example, CMCH can be instrumental 
in building a meaningful sense of place and political in relation to the 
perception of boundaries, power relations and democracy. Hence, 
CMCH is intertwined with the social and political fabric of places, and of 
place-making activities, in ways that arguably require significant 
attention to aspects of knowledge sharing, participation, empowerment 
and mutual social learning processes. In turn, we explore what we have 
termed communities of participation to explore how the degree of inclu-
sion/exclusion of identity and place can then translate into the man-
agement of CMCH. 

5. Communities of participation 

A community of participation forms the governance setting of CMCH 
and gives insight in the (possible) involvement of actors who define and 
conceptualize CMCH through processes of inclusion and exclusion. To 
understand the dynamics of communities of participation we make use 
of participatory and deliberative governance theories. “Participatory 
theories emphasize inclusiveness as a condition for policy effectiveness 
and legitimacy, deliberative theories stress the importance of public 
discussion for the same purpose, and both theories are sensitive to issues 
of transparency and accountability” (Papadopoulos and Warin, 2007: 
454). While participatory governance may then seem to be mainly 
concerned with inclusion and equal participation as a virtue in itself, 
deliberation is more concerned with expanding and using reasoned 
debate in decision-making processes, as opposed to decision-making 
based on the balance of power of different interests (Orchard-Webb 
et al., 2016). Concerning the latter, public or a wider (deliberate) dis-
cussion is considered a virtue that leads to more reflected, shared and 
meaningful choices and trust and commitment to decision, as long as the 
deliberation is well-orchestrated (Kenter et al., 2016). It aims to provide 
more reasoning in decision-making processes, and it focuses on the 
communicative process of shaping opinions and will, particularly in the 
qualitative aspects of conversation. Deliberation is concerned with 
careful thought, consideration, and discussion. 

Communities of participation range from indirect participation on 
the one end of the continuum to communities of direct participation on 
the other end. In communities of indirect participation, governmental 
agencies define CMCH. They designate the tangible artifacts and related 
identities based on specific conceptions of place and space. In these 
communities of indirect participation, possible involved, affected and/ 
or interested actors are excluded from the processes of defining and 
selecting CMCH. This is different for communities of direct participa-
tion, where public and private actors are involved in defining, framing, 
electing, and designating CMCH. Various scholars have identified a shift 
in the management of cultural and natural heritage from government- 
and expert-led decision-making to more participatory forms of gover-
nance (Darbas, 2008; Courtney, 2017). Based on forms of participatory 
and deliberative governance (Cohen, 1988; Warren, 1999; Dryzek, 
2000; Hajer and Wagenaar, 2003; Fung and Wright, 2001) different 
communities of direct participation can be distinguished. In these 
communities building of legitimacy in broader settings of actors and 
interests is essential, and carefully tailored approaches of participation 
and interaction are considered more efficient (i.e., helps implementa-
tion) and effective (i.e., creates better results). 

Communities of participation based on the principles of participatory 
governance are mainly concerned with the rights of participation and a 
representative configuration of all actors who should be involved in the 
definition and selection of CMCH. Communities of participation based 
on principles of deliberative governance do not attend as much to equal 
representation and obstacles of inclusion, but focus more on the 

“throughput” dimension of policy-making (Papadopoulos and Warin, 
2007: 450), and hence the ability “to get things done, and done well.” 

Such communities emphasize the actors’ capabilities, which are seen as 
fruitful and productive for discussions and deliberation. Agreements 
among actors do not necessarily involve all actors equally, but to find 
effective and legitimate solutions. These deliberations could result in 
shared values and meaning as well as a recognition of each other’s dif-
ferences in values and preferences (Lo, 2013; Ranger et al., 2016) and 
the possibilities to develop “collective problem-solving capacity, and 
creating public spaces for engaged pluralism” (Escobar, 2017: 433). This 
“implies that difference and disagreement can be productively engaged 
through deliberation insofar they are communicated in terms that others 
may recognize as legitimate” (Escobar, 2017: 427). 

However, participation and deliberation in communities of partici-
pation are not necessarily the powerless fora idealized by theorists of 
deliberative democracy (Orchard-Webb et al., 2016). In these CMCH 
communities, actors have the capability to achieve outcomes by using 
resources in interactions (relational power) (Arts and Van Tatenhove, 
2005). This could be the capability of deliberation or to make decisions 
about “what is heritage, and for/to whom” (Fatorić and Seekamp, 2018; 
Baird, 2014; Cochrane, 2013). Moreover, relational power also refers to 
the capability of actors to challenge and change existing CMCH dis-
courses, concepts of place, and the reformulation of CH identities 
(Courtney, 2017; E. W. Cheng, Li, and Ma, 2014; Walsh, 2019). How-
ever, actors do not have the same capacities to influence outcomes, due 
to an unequal distribution of resources. This unequal distribution of 
resources defines and positions actors vis-à-vis each other (dispositional 
power) (Arts and Van Tatenhove, 2005). The positions of actors 
co-determine what agents may achieve in terms of relational power. 
Rules and resources mediate the process of positioning. The unequal 
distribution of resources, the positioning of actors in policy and planning 
processes are the result of structural power (the way in which 
macro-societal structures shape the nature and conduct of agents) 
(Clegg, 1989; Arts and Van Tatenhove, 2005). 

The idea of governance for CMCH in communities of participation, 
with particular (potential) communities of meaning, must not only be 
tailor made and attentive to local variety, but also dynamic and rela-
tional. It must be place-sensitive and situation-specific while at the same 
time inviting and using perspectives from the outside (or so called 
“Others”). As such, it mirrors and expands on Massey’s call for a pro-
gressive or relational sense of place. Deliberation of CMCH, along the 
lines mentioned, holds promise to be more cross-boundary and proac-
tive/transformative. Hence, it may not only appeal to a static “frozen” 

preservation of CH, but also to a yet unknown version of “future” or 
imagined CH. 

6. Conclusion 

There are multiple constraining conditions for the sea and shore, 
from environmental threats and resultant risks, and to changing eco-
nomic, political, and social conditions in many societies. The paper 
discussed modes of resilience and adaptation to risks and threats origi-
nating in climate change, coastal erosion, and other geophysical threats. 
CMCH can also be categorized as hidden from public view, as many sites 
and artifacts are underwater and require specific technologies to access. 
Risks and threats are not only from the geophysical realm, but also have 
economic, social, and cultural origins. Metaphorically, CMCH can also 
be hidden in the sense that it inhabits physical, social, cultural or con-
structed peripheries. Furthermore, consideration of the desired outcome 
created through resilience policies and actions and whose resilience is 
being developed is central to management of CMCH. 

With calls for the sustainable utilization of CMCH in the name of 
regional development and blue growth, there is a need to reconsider its 
management and governance. We claim that such an endeavor ought to 
be framed, initially, on the basis of communities of meaning, consisting of 
a diversity of actors sharing concern for CMCH in relation to risks and 
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sustainability and who view the CMCH as having sociocultural signifi-
cance. We have argued how the concepts of identity and space and place 
are particularly useful in anticipating tensions built-in to CH designa-
tions. Defining what constitutes CMCH may be considered both 
constrictive/dividing and enabling/uniting, depending on its use in so-
cial and political settings. 

Mirroring a call for a progressive and relational sense of place, we 
argue how CMCH governance activities are becoming increasingly 
relational and deliberative. We recommend thinking through the man-
agement and governance of CMCH through the concept of communities of 
participation. The concept encourages an initial and broad identification 
of actors, but also recognizes the power plays that can emerge in 
participatory processes and deliberation. These two concepts provide a 
vocabulary for managers to address calls for the promotion of CMCH and 
determine appropriate management strategies and governance based on 
policy objectives and the will of potentially multiple communities of 
meaning. Sustainable management of CMCH requires attending to 
diverse and at times diverging experiences of the sea and shore and 
attending to risks and threats specific to marine and coastal 
environments. 
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