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Abstract: Ineffective management increasingly threatens cultural heritage conservation,
resulting in the mismanagement of tangible heritage assets and reducing the efficacy of
conservation efforts. Although much of the literature examines the relationship between
heritage management, tourism, and economic development, a notable gap exists in compre-
hending the interrelated elements that undermine the efficacy of conservation initiatives.
This paper argues that administrative, financial, legal, and stakeholder-related factors are
intricately connected in causing ineffective heritage management. These factors must be
examined in interrelation to improve cultural heritage conservation efforts. A systematic re-
view of the academic and grey literature on conserving tangible cultural assets is carried out
to contribute to this goal. This literature review identifies 29 factors that contribute to the
inefficacy of cultural heritage management plans. These factors are classified into several
categories, including administrative institutions, stakeholders, financial resources, natural
and human risks, laws and legislation, and political issues. This study presents a theoretical
framework that connects governments, stakeholders, legislation, and administrative per-
formance as crucial components in the success of heritage management. It highlights the
need for transparent procedures for the successful implementation of heritage management
strategies. The findings contribute to assessing cultural heritage management plans and
propose directions for further research, including addressing local heritage concerns and
methods to enhance the management performance. By identifying key factors that impede
effective management, this paper contributes to the broader sustainability challenges of
preserving cultural heritage while promoting social and economic stability. Enhanced
heritage management practices can significantly contribute to the development of inclusive
and sustainable communities.

Keywords: tangible cultural heritage; ineffective heritage management; conservation plans

1. Introduction
Heritage plays a crucial role in shaping a community’s identity by providing a sense of

belonging, preserving traditions, and enhancing pride in cultural heritage. It reflects a com-
munity’s history, values, and collective memory. Heritage sites, represent a community’s
past cultural heritage, including religious buildings, monuments, or traditional practices.
They often serve as a gathering place for social interactions and community events, re-
inforcing a community’s unique identity and fostering a sense of pride and connection
among its members [1].

Safeguarding cultural heritage is closely linked to both human rights, equality in
the community, and the need for governments to guarantee its protection, indicating a
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universal principle that transcends specific contexts. Understanding cultural heritage as a
dynamic and evolving practice rather than a fixed entity highlights its profound impact on
community identity and the broader societal fabric [2].

In this context, cultural heritage management emerges as a vital mechanism in pro-
tecting the diversity of human history. When implemented effectively, it ensures cultural
heritage’s integrity and accessibility to all [3]. Heritage institutions, governments, and local
communities collaborate in management practices to protect the value and distinctive ele-
ments of heritage for the benefit of various stakeholders [4–6]. Managing heritage involves
safeguarding it in the present while ensuring its transmission to future generations and
recognising its critical role in shaping and defining a society’s identity [7–9].

Heritage management is undergoing a significant change. The focus has shifted from
merely managing the integrity of tangible heritage assets to emphasising the cultural
importance that they convey, as well as the values and qualities, both tangible and intan-
gible, that make these assets distinctive and justify their classification as local, national,
or global cultural heritage [10]. This shift stems from an expanded definition of heritage
and the increased appreciation of cultural diversity in approaches to heritage preservation
globally [11]. This change has increased the diversity of the sectors and specialisations
engaged in cultural heritage. It is reflected in the plurality of management approaches and
the involvement of multiple stakeholders, including governments, international and local
organisations, heritage professionals, and local communities [12–14].

The expansion of heritage management considerations has made it a complex and
variable process, dependent on a given heritage site’s social, political, and economic con-
text [15,16]. Political and economic changes, and variations in the social conditions and
interests of surrounding stakeholders, create significant differences that hinder the unifi-
cation of heritage management systems [17]. These dynamic influences also prevent the
establishment of an ideal, fixed administrative system as the factors shaping the manage-
ment process evolve over time [15,18–20].

The importance of effectively managing cultural heritage has led to a heightened
global emphasis on ensuring adequate preservation through robust heritage management
practices [16,21]. Recognising this, the United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural
Organisation (UNESCO) has made the availability of a comprehensive and integrated man-
agement plan a fundamental requirement for inclusion in the World Heritage List [22,23].

The need for effective management plans for heritage in environments other than
their original setting has emerged due to various factors, including rapid global change,
capital globalisation, and escalating conflicts [19,21]. Numerous threats to cultural heritage,
such as disasters exacerbated by climate change, including floods, rising sea levels, and
desertification, demand robust administrative plans that include proactive monitoring,
preventive measures, and strategies to improve the resilience of decision-making and imple-
mentation frameworks. These plans should also focus on mitigation efforts, maintenance,
and restoration operations in the event of a disaster [24]. Furthermore, proactive plans
to prevent or minimise disasters, rather than reactive plans to recover from disasters, are
needed to avoid significant damage [24,25]. Human-related threats, such as urban sprawl,
economic development, vandalism, and theft, further endanger cultural heritage, especially
in the context of limited awareness of its value or inadequate state policies to ensure pro-
tection [4,6]. In the face of such threats, improper cultural heritage management itself can
significantly threaten heritage protection. Without comprehensive and informed admin-
istration, managing heritage preservation effectively or utilise heritage to benefit people
and their development is impossible. Recognising the critical role of effective management,
UNESCO has identified several heritage management issues as reasons for inclusion in
the list of endangered heritage, including (1) modifying the legal status of the property
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and reducing its protection, (2) a lack of conservation policies, (3) threats from regional
planning projects, and (4) threats to city planning [22].

Emphasising the importance of management in preserving heritage sites, UNESCO has
included best practices for heritage site preservation, highlighting the role of comprehensive
and effective management in making sites accessible to the world and presenting them
in their best light [26]. An example is the sacred city of Caral Sub in the Republic of
Peru. The Peruvian state facilitated the site’s inclusion on the World Heritage List in
2009 despite its prior lack of recognition locally or internationally. This was achieved by
developing an ongoing programme to preserve the architectural originality of the site while
respecting its environment and considering its geographical conditions. Moreover, this
plan was integrated into a master plan aimed at promoting sustainable regional population
development. Residents of the area were trained and employed to monitor and preserve
the area. The continuity of these measures was ensured by incorporating them into various
national legislations [26]. Another example of administrative success in preserving and
highlighting heritage sites is the Kazan Kremlin, a historical and architectural site in Russia.
The site is managed by the local government within a national administrative framework
that encompasses all heritage sites in the country. State policies have established a long-term
management approach to preserve the site based on the principle of integrated heritage and
its inclusion in the community’s daily life. The authorities also created an effective legal
system, working with stakeholders and involving them in the management processes [26].

Further demonstrating the importance of effective management, some sites have
been removed from the endangered list due to proper management that has preserved
the sites and protected their global value. These include the city of Timbuktu in Mali,
which was removed from the endangered list after the responsible departments adopted
administrative plans, renovated buildings, and improved water infrastructure. Similarly,
in Butrint, Albania, administrative measures and effective plans were implemented to
manage the site and protect it from looting. As a result, the World Heritage Committee
decided to remove these two sites from the danger list and restore their positions on the
World Heritage List [27].

Given the profound implications of cultural heritage management, understanding the
reasons behind its ineffectiveness is crucial to ensuring its preservation. Cultural heritage
is not only a repository of a shared collective memory but is also intrinsically linked to
promoting sustainable development, environmental conservation, and economic growth, as
well as fostering dialogue and understanding in an interconnected global society. Therefore,
effective cultural heritage management is not merely a commitment to our history but also
an investment in our future [28–31].

This research seeks to identify the reasons behind the ineffectiveness of cultural
heritage conservation management by analysing the literature to identify the factors that
hinder effective management and examine their interrelationships. This paper does not
review the entirety of the literature on the various fields of heritage management. Instead,
it focuses on the management of tangible cultural heritage conservation, aiming to identify
the critical factors that drive the failure or success of heritage conservation in general.

This research adopts a systematic literature review methodology to classify and ex-
amine the elements contributing to ineffective management based on the gaps identified.
This methodology ensures that the research emphasises the most relevant aspects, en-
abling decision-makers to focus on these areas and address deficiencies in the management
process. This study aims to enhance the capacity of administrative institutions, thereby
promoting robust heritage management that benefits both local and national interests.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Data Sources

This study examines the literature concerning the management of tangible cultural
heritage and the effectiveness of administrative plans to conserve and protect it. Reliable
academic databases were used, including Google Scholar, Web of Science, and Scopus.
These databases were selected to cover the comprehensive, peer-reviewed, relevant lit-
erature. Combining multiple academic databases for a literature review enhances the
comprehensiveness and depth of the search results. In addition, it greatly increases the
coverage of cited references, as no single database covers all relevant literature. All selected
databases offer strengths [32,33].

Google Scholar covers a wide range of scholarly communication avenues, including
various government and academic websites, making it a valuable tool for interdisciplinary
studies. Web of Science is known for its accurate indexing and broad historical coverage
across the humanities, social sciences, and environmental studies, which are essential in
understanding cultural heritage management. Scopus offers robust citation tracking and
an extensive index of journals, including international and open access, ensuring that the
selected literature is relevant and widely recognised in the field [32–34].

The search keywords used in the three databases included “ineffectiveness, failure”,
“cultural heritage”, and “management plans”. The advanced search option was employed,
specifying the period from 2000 to 2023 to narrow the research scope and focus on recent
developments in cultural heritage management. This period reflects significant changes
in conservation practices, technologies, and international frameworks. The results were
limited to articles and book chapters due to the branching nature of cultural heritage.
The search yielded 5020 articles. Criteria were established to refine and select the most
relevant materials.

(1) Context: The focus was on tangible cultural heritage, heritage sites, and historical
buildings, excluding intangible heritage, natural heritage, and protected areas.

(2) Scope: Emphasis was placed on heritage management for conservation, excluding
aspects such as investment, tourism, or development.

(3) Conservation: Natural threats like climate change and earthquakes were excluded
from the conservation management processes studied.

The branching nature of the search guided the selection of keywords and their cate-
gorisation to ensure accuracy (Table 1).

Table 1. Selected search keywords.

State of the Management
Aspect Heritage Aspect Management Aspect

Failure Culture heritage Management plan
Ineffective Tangible Conservation plan
Insufficient Heritage site

The keywords were divided into three categories. The first described the management
situation or plan, using terms such as “ineffective management” and synonyms. The
second category comprised words describing the heritage chosen for the study, such as
“cultural heritage” and “tangible heritage”. The third referred to heritage management or
conservation plans, with studies indicating that “cultural heritage conservation” is often
used interchangeably with “heritage management” [1].

Figure 1 illustrates the systematic filtering of the results in accordance with the PRISMA
guidelines adopted during the search process. The first step involved screening the titles,
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abstracts, and keywords to identify articles containing the relevant terms. In the second
step, the full texts of these articles were thoroughly reviewed to evaluate their relevance
to the study’s main theme. These steps led to the selection of 20 articles deemed suitable
for a comprehensive analysis aimed at understanding the effectiveness of material cultural
heritage management.
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Figure 1. The process of publication selection.

In addition to academic sources, it was essential to include grey literature, such as
reports and principles from governmental and non-governmental organisations. For this
research, documents were chosen from international organisations such as UNESCO and
the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), recognised for their authority
in protecting cultural heritage. These organisations provide valuable perspectives through
policies and guidelines supporting local and international conservation approaches. The
inclusion of grey literature helps to bridge the gap between academic research and practical
application by highlighting international best practices. This literature was collected by
analysing the references in the selected studies using a snowballing method [35] and
searching heritage organisations’ websites, such as UNESCO and ICOMOS. This process
identified six documents for inclusion in the study [36].

A total of twenty articles and six grey documents were selected to ensure a balanced
and comprehensive review. The twenty publications were selected for their relevance and
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alignment with the study’s focus on tangible cultural heritage management, offering a
wide yet manageable academic sample. The six grey documents in Appendix A provide
practical insights and policy guidelines, representing international standards in heritage
management. This balance enabled the study to integrate academic analysis with practical,
policy-driven approaches to cultural heritage conservation.

2.2. Research Methods

A literature review is a research method that assesses the current level of knowledge
available on a topic, from which future research can proceed [37]. It answers a specific
research question by collecting the available evidence, discussing it, evaluating it, and
building a foundation of knowledge around it [38]. This study aimed to determine what
existing research has indicated about the factors leading to the ineffectiveness of heritage
site management plans in conservation.

The use of this research method requires precision and specific criteria for the selection
of the literature to build bias-free results from the selected studies [36]. By specifying clear
inclusion and exclusion criteria, the researcher ensures a transparent and accurate selection
process aligned with the study’s objectives. Adherence to the PRISMA protocol, as detailed
in the Supplementary Materials File, ensures comprehensive and replicable systematic
reporting [37].

2.3. Data Analysis

This study adopted a systematic analysis to achieve its objectives, aiming to provide a
comprehensive and structured approach to interpreting and analysing the data precisely.
Systematic analysis ensures a rigorous and transparent methodology, allowing for the
exploration of phenomena through a step-by-step process. This approach allows the
researcher to understand the studied phenomena in depth, facilitating a thorough and
natural exploration of their underlying components and relationships [39].

In particular, the systematic analysis involved a detailed review of the literature to
identify factors contributing to the failure of cultural heritage conservation management
plans. This approach began with selecting relevant academic and professional sources
based on the defined inclusion and exclusion criteria, ensuring the comprehensive coverage
of key studies. Once the data sources were completed, the researchers employed thematic
analysis as a qualitative tool to interpret the collected data. The thematic analysis enabled
the identification of the main topics, allowing for the organisation of the data into the main
factors behind the complex dynamics of heritage management challenges. This layered
approach helps build a conceptual framework [39], enabling a deeper understanding of the
relationships between the identified factors.

The study’s data analysis process aimed not only to classify these factors but also to
examine their elements and the interconnections among them. Specifically, the focus was on
delving deeper into understanding how each identified factor contributes to or exacerbates
the failure of management plans. By systematically breaking down and analysing these
components, the research highlights the mechanisms through which heritage management
strategies succeed or falter. This comprehensive analysis helps to build a conceptual
framework that outlines the critical elements of effective heritage management, illustrating
their interrelationships and prioritisation.

Ultimately, this framework seeks to provide a valuable tool for the evaluation of
heritage management systems by answering the following research questions:

- What does ineffective heritage management indicate?
- What crucial elements must be available to build a successful management plan?
- How do these elements relate to and affect each other?
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By addressing these questions, this study contributes to the theoretical and practical
understanding of heritage management, offering insights that support the development of
more effective management strategies.

3. Results
3.1. Validation of Heritage Management and Conservation Literature Gaps

The search results utilising the keywords in Table 1 from the three academic websites,
Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science, covering the period from 2000 to 2023, indi-
cated a significant volume of publications. These results also showed a growing interest
in cultural heritage management over time. As shown in Figure 2, the number of articles
has increased over the years. However, further examination of these articles’ titles, key-
words, and abstracts during the first selection step indicated that the efficacy of cultural
heritage management and conservation strategies was not given sufficient attention. A
more comprehensive review conducted in the second selection phase resulted in the list
presented in Table 2. The representation of this list is displayed in Figure 2, which indicates
that research in this field began around 2010. Although the search results have gradually
increased, the secondary axis, which emphasises the subset of selected articles, indicates
that the number of targeted studies in this field has been irregular, with notable peaks in
specific years. The gap in the literature this review aims to address is underscored by the
direct comparison between the more specific focus of the selected studies and the broader
research trends made possible by this dual-axis representation.
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Table 2. The chosen literature with its keywords.

No. Title Author Year Keywords

1
World Heritage Sites in Turkey:
Current Status and Problems of
Conservation and Management

Mehmet Somuncu and
Turgut Yigit 2010

World Heritage, World
Heritage Management,
UNESCO.

2

Contents and Aims of
Management Plans for World
Heritage Sites: A Managerial
Analysis with a Special Focus on
the Italian Scenario

Francesco Badia 2011
UNESCO World Heritage
Management Planning
Performance Measurement.

3

Conservation Plan for Historic
Buildings from a Building
Control Administration
Perspective

Brit AnakKayana, Farid
Wajdi Akashahb, Nor

HanizaIshak
2013

Building Control
Administration,
Conservation Plan, Heritage
Buildings, Historic Buildings,
Legislation.

4

African States Parties, Support,
Constraints, Challenges and
Opportunities for Managing
Cultural World Heritage Sites
in Africa

Simon Makuvaza and
Henry Chiwaura 2014

African World Heritage Sites,
Nomination Challenges,
Conservation, Threats.

5

The Cultural and Natural
Heritage of Caves in the Lao
PDR: Prospects and Challenges
Related to Their Use,
Management and Conservation

Nicholas Roberts 2015 Natural and Cultural
Heritage Management.

6
An Evaluation of the
Applicability of Management
Plans with Public Participation

Dilek Erbey 2016
Cultural Heritage Sites,
Conservation, Management
Plans, Public Participation.

7

Istanbul World Heritage
property: representing the
complexity of its
Management Plan

Alessandro Ciambrone 2016

Representation, Integrated
Management, Design, Public
Participation, Urban
Landscape, and Cultural
Heritage.

8

UNESCO World Heritage Site of
Lenggong Valley, Malaysia: A
Review of its Contemporary
Heritage Management

Hsiao Mei Goh 2016

UNESCO World Heritage
Site, Heritage Management,
Conservation Management
Planning, Heritage Values.

9
The Archaeological Site of
Tipasa, Algeria: What Kind of
Management Plan?

Lynda Benali Aoudia and
Youcef Chennaoui 2017

Archaeological Site,
Integrated Management Plan,
Evaluation, Socioeconomic
Dynamics, Tipasa

10

Heritage Conservation
Management in Egypt: A review
of the current and proposed
situation to amend it

Khaled Abdul-Aziz
Osman 2018

Heritage Conservation,
Heritage Conservation
Management, Partnership.

11

Conservation Issues,
Management Initiatives and
Challenges for Implementing
Khami World Heritage Site
Management Plans in Zimbabwe

Simon Makuvaza and
Violah Makuvaza 2018

World Heritage Site,
Conservation Issues,
Management Plans,
Stabilization, Restoration.

12
cultural heritage management in
turkey and Egypt: a
comparative study

Yıldırım Yilmaz and
Rehab el-Gamil 2018

Cultural Heritage
Management, Turkey, Egypt,
Comparative Study.
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Table 2. Cont.

No. Title Author Year Keywords

13
Management issues and
challenges of UNESCO World
Heritage Sites in Saudi Arabia

Abdulelah Al-Tokhais
and Brijesh Thapa 2019

World Heritage Sites,
Tourism, Planning, Heritage
Management, Policy, Middle
East.

14
ex-ante evaluation of heritage
management plans: prerequisite
for achieving sustainability

Daniela Angelina Jelincic
and

Sanja Tisma
2020

Cultural Heritage, Heritage
Management Plans, Ex-Ante
Evaluation of a Management
Plan, Buzet.

15

Rethinking Management
Planning Methodologies: A
Novel Approach Implemented
at Petra World Heritage Site

Aylin Orbaslı and
Giorgia Cesaro 2020

Management Plans,
Participatory Planning,
Cocreation, Sustainable
Development Goals, and
Engagement Practices.

16

Conservation and Management
of Heritage and Heritage
Tourism in Debre Tabor and its
Environs: Challenges and
Prospects

Habtamu Mekonnen 2021 Heritage, Conservation,
Tourism, Management.

17
New perspectives on World
Heritage management in the
GCC legislation

Michal M. Wosinski 2022
Heritage Management,
Heritage Law, Antiquities
Law, Arab States, GCC.

18

Management Planning of a
Rock-Cut Settlement: The Case
of the Taskale Heritage Site in
Turkey

Rukiye merve kilit and
Gulsen Disli 2023

Management Plans,
Rock-Cut Heritage Sites,
Taskale, UNESCO, World
Heritage List.

19

The conservation and
preservation challenges and
threats in the development of
cultural heritage: The case of the
Kawo Amado Kella Defensive
Wall (KAKDW) in Wolaita,
Southern Ethiopia

Afework Hailegiorgis
Abebe and Melles Madda

Gatisso.
2023

Conservation Preservation,
Defensive Wall, Kawo
Amado Kella, Cultural
Heritage, Wolaita.

20

Learning from Participatory
Practices: The Integrated
Management Plan for Petra
World Heritage Site in Jordan

Giorgia Cesaro, Monther
Jamhawi, Hanadi

Al-Taher, Ibrahim Farajat
and Aylin Orbaslı

2023

Archaeology, Conservation,
Cultural Geography,
Cultural Studies, And
Heritage Management.

A verification process was conducted to confirm that the literature emphasised other
aspects of heritage management, such as tourism management and sustainability, over the
effectiveness of management and conservation plans. This process was conducted to clarify
the weak appearance of the keywords in the literature despite the vast number of results
that the used database showed. The validation process included selecting a sample of the
first 1000 references provided by Google Scholar for the search keywords using Harzing’s
Publish or Perish tool. Google Scholar was chosen due to its provision of a greater variety
of results compared to other websites, along with the inclusion of the majority of the results
from Web of Science and Scopus within its findings. The results were entered into the
VOSviewer software (Version 1.6.20) to create a network visualisation of the dominant
keywords in the literature.

VOSviewer is widely recognised for its advanced capabilities in bibliometric analysis
and visualisation. For example, it can construct maps of journals based on citation data or
map keywords based on their co-occurrence. It also provides flexible visualisation options
to emphasise different aspects of the generated maps [40].
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For the network map shown in Figure 3, a cluster resolution of 1.0 was applied, and
a minimum of three items was required to form a cluster. The nodes (circle) represent
the keywords of the search results, and their size indicates the number of times that these
words are repeated, from most common to least frequently appearing in the literature. The
result indicates that the selected keywords did not appear prominently on the map, but
only a limited number appeared alongside many other terms. This confirms the diversity of
the keywords in articles on cultural heritage management. It also shows the weak presence
of keywords related to tangible heritage management and conservation plans. The diversity
of the keywords also indicates the fragmentation of the focus of the articles on various
aspects of heritage management. This explains the limited literature selected compared to
the vast literature produced by the three selected search engines.
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3.2. Heritage Management Effectiveness

Management effectiveness refers to the ability of a manager or institution to achieve
specific goals while making good use of the available resources [41,42]. It is a multifaceted
concept that is measured in different ways, including goal achievement, resource opti-
misation, and stakeholder satisfaction [41,42]. These dimensions make the assessment
of management effectiveness variable depending on the chosen criteria and can lead to
differing interpretations of success.

In a heritage context, management effectiveness can be defined as the quality and
efficiency of plans and measures to protect heritage sites or historical properties [43]. The
concept also refers to evaluating management systems and practices at heritage sites to
ensure that they achieve their aim of adequate protection and conservation [44]. There are
many variables that influence the definition of effectiveness, such as aspects that negatively
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affect the quality of plans, the measures taken, and management practices, which can differ
significantly depending on the perspective from which they are measured.

Nevertheless, it is accepted that a site can be managed to guarantee the goal of preser-
vation and sustainable safeguarding [13,16,45–47]. Sometimes, conservation is required to
reach the highest possible standards, consistent with international standards for inclusion
in the World Heritage List [31,48–50], or to maintain its historical significance in terms of
social identity as understood by local standards [15,51]. Thus, the measures of effective-
ness will differ based on the intended outcomes. Table 3 presents several themes used by
scholars to measure and define management efficiency.

Table 3. Definitions of cultural heritage effectiveness according to several themes.

No. Theme Definition

1 Sustainable use and development

Refers to the ability to balance the conservation of
heritage sites with their sustainable use and
development, which ensures that heritage sites
contribute to broader societal goals, such as
economic development and social well-being, while
preserving their cultural, historical, and ecological
value for future generations.

2 Legal and administrative framework

Refers to the strength and efficiency of legal and
administrative frameworks in supporting the
protection and conservation of heritage sites. It
involves the establishment of powerful legal
structures and coordinated administrative systems
that provide clear authority for decision-making,
enforce protective measures, and ensure that
management practices are consistent and effective.

3 Resource allocation and capacity building

Refers to the ability to allocate financial, human, and
technological resources effectively and to build the
necessary capacities to support the preservation and
conservation of heritage sites.

4 Stakeholder engagement

Refers to the active involvement and meaningful
participation of stakeholders, particularly local
communities, in the planning, decision-making, and
implementation processes. Furthermore, it involves
ensuring that the diverse perspectives, needs, and
values of those directly affected by heritage
management are incorporated.

5 Adaptive and flexible management

Refers to implementing flexible management
strategies that are regularly monitored, evaluated,
and adjusted based on feedback and new
information, being able to adapt and respond to
changing circumstances, challenges, and
external pressures.

6 Holistic management

Refers to the implementation of a holistic approach
that integrates various aspects of conservation,
sustainability, community involvement, legal
frameworks, and stakeholder engagement. This
comprehensive approach ensures that all relevant
factors, including environmental, cultural, social,
and economic dimensions, are considered and
balanced to achieve the long-term preservation and
sustainable use of heritage sites.
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It must be borne in mind that the stability of conservation goals or the purpose of
exploiting sites does not equate to stability in terms of the efficiency of such measures.
This is because the efficiency of measures will change over time due to changes in the
variables pertaining to a site and the available resources, in addition to the needs of
stakeholders [31,43]. This is common in heritage issues, as the sites themselves are often
fragile and the requirements for their preservation increase over time [20,52]. The interests
of those around it are variable, and their requirements and vision for heritage are also
variable [53].

Another variable that affects the definition or conceptualisation of effectiveness is the
clarity and transparency of conservation procedures and management plans. The UNESCO
Guidelines indicate that effective management is a cycle of sequential and interconnected
actions to protect and preserve heritage in various forms [52]. Studies have indicated
that the failure to achieve efficacy is due to a lack of clarity and understanding of these
procedures by the parties involved in management [43,54,55]. A study indicates that
ambiguity in management and decision-making between officials at the World Heritage
Site of the Port, Forts, and Monuments of Cartagena is a major cause of management
challenges that threaten to place the site on the danger list [56].

The clarity of management plans establishes a comprehensive understanding of the
required results and supports the smooth implementation of operations. It helps a plan
to remain relevant over time, facilitating the easy monitoring of steps and ongoing adjust-
ments [43,53].

Therefore, the effectiveness of cultural heritage management can be described as
a clear interpretation of a dynamic and diverse process. This process includes setting
goals, agreed upon by all concerned parties, to implement an integrated plan dedicated to
preserving cultural heritage for the benefit of current and future generations. From time
to time, however, the appropriate measures of effectiveness vary from one perspective to
another and from one administration to another, depending on what heritage means and
the circumstances surrounding it. Thus, the formation, implementation, and maintenance
of effective cultural heritage management strategies can be inherently ongoing, requiring
the continual re-evaluation of goals, procedures, and outcomes in terms of both their
aims and execution. This process should be consistent with international preservation and
protection approaches, including those established by UNESCO and ICOMOS, to guarantee
consistency, accountability, and adherence to global best practices in heritage management.

However, effective heritage management exceeds technical measures by fostering
community comprehension of the significance of their cultural heritage through education.
Incorporating heritage education into local curricula and awareness initiatives cultivates
identity and responsibility in youth. Integrating practical conservation with education
enhances the efficacy of preservation efforts [57].

3.3. Reasons for Ineffective Heritage Management

Based on the articles collected and reviewed in this research, 29 factors affecting
heritage management’s effectiveness were identified (Table 4). These factors have also
been classified into six main categories: administrative institutions, local society and
stakeholders, financial resources, legislation and policies, natural and human hazards,
and political issues. Figure 4 shows the percentage of references to each category in the
selected articles.
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Table 4. The factors influencing the effectiveness of heritage management as identified in the
selected studies.

No. Category Factors Articles

1 Administrative
institutions

1. Inadequate administrative structure.
2. Instability in employment and organisations.
3. Deficiency in professional skills and

technical support.
4. Insufficient coordination between institutions

concerned with heritage.
5. Lack of interest from some pertinent institutions.
6. Inadequate planning procedures.
7. Insufficient data on sites and

outdated information.
8. Failure to adopt and activate comprehensive plans.
9. Complexity of administrative plans.
10. Obstacles in implementing plans.
11. Lack of management privacy for each site.
12. Lack of external evaluation of the work of

heritage institutions.

[1,6,13,16,31,43,45,46,49–
52,54,55,58–63]

2 Stakeholders

13. Inadequate stakeholder coordination.
14. The community’s lack of awareness of the

heritage value.
15. Neglecting involvement in the local community.
16. Neglecting to specify and include the rights and

values of the heritage to the local community in
the plans.

[1,6,13,16,31,43,46,48–
50,52,53,55,58,59,61,64]

3 Financial resources

17. Limited financial resources.
18. Poor financing practices
19. Central financial management.
20. Dependency on external financial support.

[1,16,31,45,46,50–
52,58,63–65]

4 Legislation and policies

21. Lack of legislation and policies.
22. Ambiguity in the legal framework.
23. Ineffective implementation of legislation and

policies.

[1,16,49,52,54,55,61,65]

5 Natural and human
risks

24. Natural risks.
25. Human threats.
26. Economic development pressures.
27. Neglecting disaster preparedness.

[1,6,16,43,64,65]

6 Political issues 28. Political fluctuations.
29. Lack of political support. [47,52]

The administrative institutions category emerged as dominant, with themes in this
category constituting 33% of the total mentions. Stakeholders follow closely behind at 26%,
indicating their significant influence on the subject matter. However, this dominance may
indicate an overemphasis on governance and stakeholder dynamics in the literature, po-
tentially overshadowing other crucial drivers. Financial resources, legislation and policies,
and natural and human risks occupy intermediate positions, each accounting for 10–17% of
the discussion. This representation suggests that these factors are recognised as important;
however, this focus may not accurately reflect their actual importance, or their roles may
be underappreciated in the literature. Political issues are the least frequently mentioned
category, suggesting a relatively minor role in the articles’ context. This may indicate that
this factor is less important in the specific contexts studied or that, due to limitations in
the study, it has not been sufficiently explored. Given the significant influence of political
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stability and policy-making on heritage management, this representation raises questions
about possible gaps in the literature.
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3.3.1. Administrative Institutions

Administrative institutions and their performance represented the highest percentage
of the attributed causes of heritage management failure in the studied literature. The
studies pointed to various aspects related to the administrative institutions concerned with
heritage in several countries, starting with the inadequacy of the administrative structure.
Managing a heritage site usually involves several governmental institutions and sometimes
non-governmental organisations. A lack of necessary communication and cooperation
between these institutions leads to confusion and inefficiency [16,43,48]. Each institution’s
work, according to its own set of regulations, also leads to conflicting management methods
and responsibilities [48,60]. For example, the lack of a coherent strategy and governance
structure for the various institutions and organisations involved in the management of
the historic centre of Naples has been a major obstacle to the effective management of
this site. In the 1990s, Italy eliminated its central Ministry of Culture, redistributing the
responsibilities for cultural heritage across several government departments, resulting in a
unified direction and coordination deficiency. This has caused sites like the centre of Naples
to face significant challenges, including administrative inefficiency [61,66]. In addition,
the studied literature points out that the inadequacy and diversity of competencies in the
administrative structure in various fields related to heritage management could lead to a
gap in inadequate heritage protection and management plans [13,45,48].

While administrative institutions may have sufficient staffing, they may not be pro-
fessionally and technically qualified, hindering effective management [1,43,46,47]. For
instance, research on heritage sites in Egypt indicated that, although the administrative
organisations have adequate staffing, there is a shortage of professionals, particularly site
planners. This issue is apparent in local sites like Abu Rawash, where many local staff mem-
bers lack archaeological expertise and site management knowledge [16,67]. Compounding
this issue are resource constraints, including insufficient financial support for staff training
and the adoption of innovative technologies to enhance the management efficiency. Such
limitations make skill and technology shortages a shared challenge across administrative
institutions and financial resources. For example, post-conflict Syria experienced a severe
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decline in skilled workers at its heritage sites due to death and displacement. Furthermore,
the lack of resources in a country recovering from war limits the support for preservation
and documentation efforts with high-tech tools and trained personnel. Despite interna-
tional support, heritage institutions still face difficulties in effectively documenting and
protecting cultural heritage [68].

Deficiencies in administrative plans may be due to limited administrative goals, man-
ifested in weak and non-comprehensive assessments of a site and its needs [49,54,64].
Plans may be based on outdated information due to a lack of monitoring, comprehensive
building condition assessment, and insufficiently detailed site inventories [58]. Weak skills
among administrative staff sometimes result in the production of complex plans that are
difficult to interpret [45,47,51]. This leads to the incorrect implementation of a plan or
an inability to implement it completely [31,47,59]. Notably, some studies attribute the
deficiency in administrative plans to the diversity of cultural heritage, the specificity of
each site, and the inability to generalise plans, which complicates the problem [50,54]. For
example, in Turkey, relying on comprehensive planning frameworks to manage the rich
fabric of World Heritage Sites often undermines their effective conservation due to the
unique characteristics of each site. Hierapolis, a Roman city, requires a balance between
preserving its geological wonders and ancient ruins and managing its high tourism traffic.
In contrast, Hattusha requires strategies to protect its fragile archaeological remains, such
as mud-brick structures and rock carvings, which are vulnerable to environmental factors.
Similar cases include Pergamum and Aphrodisias, among others. These examples illustrate
how the unique characteristics of each site require tailored management strategies, which a
general framework may fail to accommodate effectively [69].

Evaluation processes for the performance of administrative institutions have also
been cited as a reason for their failure. Evaluation processes, whether of the organisation’s
structure or performance, allow appropriate adjustments and changes to be made that
ensure the correction of defects and improvements in outputs. Without such measures,
problems may not be addressed in a timely manner [54]. Usually, evaluation processes
are internal and carried out by the institution itself. However, external stakeholders
such as governments or social communities may also participate by contributing to the
development of evaluation criteria by providing local knowledge and cultural insights,
offering feedback on performance outcomes and providing supervision [70].

The performance of administrative institutions may be hampered by external factors
related to government policies, including changing heritage institutions or the transfer of
responsibilities to other institutions, which may be due to the political and administrative
marginalisation of the site [60]. A government can also hinder the work of institutions by
not including heritage management plans in their general plans. Hence, the implementation
of management plans, particularly conservation and preservation work, may conflict
with the implementation of other state plans, such as development and urban expansion
plans [47,52].

3.3.2. Stakeholders

Stakeholders are a wide range of individuals and groups with a particular interest in
the outcomes of heritage projects [4]. They may be affected by heritage management plans
and can also influence the goals and results of these plans [12]. Stakeholders include, for
example, government authorities, administrative institutions, sponsors, tourists, the local
community, and individuals.

These groups significantly impacted the effectiveness of heritage management and
were collectively ranked as the second most influential category in the articles selected
for this review. In most of these studies, reference was made to the local community’s
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significant role in the success or failure of conservation plans. The term “local community”
refers to the people who live in and around heritage sites [4]. They can be described as
people who must participate in activities to manage their local environment, represented
by heritage sites, to protect and develop them [4].

Stakeholder participation is one of the primary management principles mentioned
in the UNESCO guidelines. Failure to ensure comprehensive stakeholder participation
leads to plans that do not fully address their needs, thus failing to reach a consensus
with them and causing problems to arise [52]. Petra in Jordan has faced conflicts among
stakeholders like local communities, conservationists, and tourism operators. Conflicts
over land use and tourism benefits have hindered unified decision-making and threatened
conservation. However, an integrated management plan mitigated these conflicts and
resolved long-standing issues [47].

The marginalisation of stakeholders and the lack of interest in including them in
planning processes is often due to a lack of awareness among administrators and decision-
makers about the critical role of stakeholders, including the local community, in enhancing
management processes [13,31,46,58]. Alternatively, it may be due to a conflict of interest
between two or more parties [59]. This gap leads to disputes because stakeholders do not
meet their entire needs. This can even lead to negligence and sabotage that threatens a
site’s integrity [52,64]. It also limits the exploitation of stakeholders’ extensive knowledge
of the heritage site [46]. According to Bevan, the destruction of the Buddhas in Afghanistan
is a tragic illustration of the consequences of the government’s exclusion of stakeholders,
failure to consider their perspectives, and failure to involve them, which led to irreparable
heritage site loss and damage. In contrast, the site’s local and global value was preserved
when stakeholders were involved in the planning and administration of the site following
the destruction [71].

Furthermore, a lack of awareness of stakeholder needs often affects the management
efficiency in other ways. For instance, a lack of community awareness about the importance
and value of heritage sites is the main reason for the emergence of negative and unco-
operative stakeholders, which leads to the undermining of administrative conservation
efforts [1,16,48,50,55,64].

3.3.3. Financial Resources

Adequate funding and financial resources are crucial to preserving and enhancing
heritage sites. Such efforts, however, often require extensive financial resources [45,46,49].
The Memphis site and its necropolis in Egypt is an example of a World Heritage Site
suffering from a lack of funding, which has led to numerous challenges that threaten its
conservation and global significance. The lack of adequate financial resources has hindered
the implementation of comprehensive management strategies and the enhancement of
the quality of life of communities. Although the government is aware of these issues,
efforts to resolve these bottlenecks remain limited due to financial constraints [72], the
complexity of conservation work for heritage sites and the need for contingency funds for
the emergence of unexpected events, such as sudden collapses of fragile buildings [20].
Furthermore, financial resources also cover funds allocated for maintenance, preservation,
and restoration work, in addition to developing the infrastructure of heritage sites, either to
avoid damage or to develop tourism to ensure the flow of money in the region [48,52,58].

The problem of a lack of funds arises for various reasons, including governments’
allocation of insufficient financial support to manage and preserve heritage sites. This may
be because heritage sites are marginal and of no importance to the government or because
the government is interested in satisfying the most urgent needs of its people, such as food
security and combating disease [46,65].
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Placing heritage administrative departments in different state institutions often results
in insufficient funding and support. This leads to an imbalance in setting priorities and
allocating the necessary resources for effective heritage management [51]. For example, the
management of Egyptian cultural heritage, including its famous heritage sites such as the
Giza Pyramids, was under the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development for years. The
focus of this organisation on urban expansion and infrastructure development conflicted
with the priorities of heritage conservation, which led to the allocation of inadequate
funding for conservation and maintenance [73].

Some governments rely on international funding and aid from organisations such as
UNESCO, which may not be sufficient or sustainable in the long term [16,48]. The absence
of previous financial budgets and improper financial planning due to a lack of experience
may lead to financial uncertainty regarding the financial needs of site management. This
leads to great difficulty in ensuring the regular flow of financial resources within a well-
thought-out plan and, thus, the potential cessation of business activities or the failure of
plans [50,63].

3.3.4. Legislation and Policies

A state’s legislation and laws constitute the basis for building heritage manage-
ment [74]. Each country has its own legislative framework and laws designed to protect
its heritage. These laws are responsible for defining the roles and powers of heritage
institutions, which is a crucial step in coordinating roles between institutions to manage
heritage effectively. In addition, administrative plans for heritage protection are based
on legislation’s provisions, which provide them with the necessary legal framework and
protection for their implementation. Laws not only empower institutions but also act as a
shield against dangers and threats to heritage sites.

However, some laws have deficiencies or loopholes that do not cover specific require-
ments or allow threats to heritage to arise due to changes in the sites or the surrounding
environment, sometimes due to a lack of continuous updating [16,52,55,61]. A notable
deficiency in Jordanian law regarding heritage protection is its failure to safeguard sites
established after 1750. This oversight has permitted a prominent heritage structure at the
Umm al-Qais site to be repurposed as a tourist police office, lacking the requisite protections
despite its distinctive Ottoman characteristics and deteriorating condition [75].

Some laws contain ambiguous legal terms, which pose a challenge to a comprehensive
understanding of their interpretation and intent. This opacity may create an opportunity to
exploit loopholes that violate the law’s overall aims in favour of specific individuals and
cause damage to heritage sites, such as unauthorised demolitions [61,65].

Challenges related to laws may also arise due to defects or deficiencies in the im-
plementation of laws by the relevant authorities or a lack of integration with other state
policies, which hinders their ability to act in the best way for heritage. Decision-makers in
some governments can hinder the timely implementation of laws with lengthy approval
processes. Such delays render legal guarantees inactive until approvals are issued, which
threatens cultural assets and their integrity [1,49,54].

In dealing with the complexities of heritage management, it becomes necessary for
decision-makers and lawmakers to deal with these challenges to achieve legal accuracy
and consistency in dealing with and including heritage within the broader framework of
state policy. Such efforts are a prerequisite in closing legal gaps and ensuring that heritage
legislation is sufficient to preserve it.
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3.3.5. Natural and Human Risks

Threats from natural and human-caused hazards profoundly impact the effectiveness
of heritage conservation plans. Natural hazards, such as rain, floods, fires, earthquakes,
and sand encroachment, can present uncontrolled forces that can destroy heritage sites
completely. While causing immediate damage, these risks have unexpected consequences.
This necessitates additional and often unplanned efforts in conservation processes. In many
cases, the difficulty in predicting such disasters further complicates the implementation of
conservation initiatives, posing challenges that require adaptability and flexibility [1,16,46].
When conservation plans lack disaster preparedness, they are ill-equipped to confront
sudden disasters, and the absence of emergency strategies undermines the integrity of the
original conservation plans and can cause them to fail [52].

Threats resulting from human activities, such as urbanisation, development pressures,
vandalism, theft, and conflict, pose severe threats to heritage. These can lead to the
deterioration of sites and the buffer zones surrounding them, or even their complete
or partial destruction, thus endangering their cultural and historical value [64]. These
human-induced threats often create administrative complexities, exacerbated by conflicting
priorities at the government level. In some cases, economic development considerations
may take precedence over the need for long-term heritage preservation [58].

Effectively managing these threats requires careful planning to balance development
requirements and cultural heritage preservation [65]. Adopting a multi-dimensional man-
agement perspective is necessary to overcome the complex challenges posed by natural
and human hazards, ensure the longevity and resilience of heritage sites, and maintain the
integrity of their management.

3.3.6. Political Issues

Although state political issues are the last factor attributed to cultural heritage man-
agement failure in the studied literature, their influence on heritage management has
significant consequences for its effectiveness. Political fluctuations within countries and
governments can potentially lead to economic downturns, thus reducing the resources
allocated to heritage conservation [47]. Furthermore, shifts in political leadership or the out-
break of armed conflicts can destabilise governmental authority, creating an environment
in which political support for heritage conservation operations may be absent [47].

These political dynamics play a critical role in determining priorities for conservation
management work [47]. They also play a crucial role in identifying political stakehold-
ers at different levels of governance. This awareness is integral to the conservation life
cycle, extending to the planning and implementation phases [47,53]. Recognising and
navigating the complexities of the political landscape is crucial in developing effective
heritage conservation strategies, ensuring that efforts are consistent with broader political
goals, and securing the support needed to achieve sustainable success [53]. As such, a
careful understanding of the interplay between political issues and heritage management
is essential in developing conservation initiatives that are flexible and adaptable in the face
of evolving political contexts.

4. Discussion
Heritage management is a multifaceted endeavour, and its success or failure depends

on the complex relationship between the various factors that influence it. The results
of the present literature review identify factors that indicate the causes of management
processes’ failure. These factors can be categorised as a combination of flaws in government
structures, the planning of its administrative processes, the legal frameworks it follows,
and the budgets allocated by the state, in addition to dealing with stakeholders, especially
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the local community. In addition, it refers to natural hazards and human risks, as well as
fluctuations in state policies and their support for heritage. Through an in-depth study to
find a connection between these elements, it was found that many of them are related to
and affect each other but that there is a common thread between them. Specifically, the
main driver is the government, which most studies do not directly refer to.

Governments are the primary reason for the success or failure of heritage preservation
management. The government is a comprehensive entity that brings together many of the
previously mentioned elements. This begins with legal legislation, whose principal author
is the government [74,76,77]. Ultimately, a government formulates heritage laws and all
other state laws. It also has the right to expand, revise, and otherwise make amendments
according to its vision of the state’s running. The government also links laws through
executive regulations [76,77]. In addition, the government determines the nature and
composition of the administrative institutions that preside over heritage. It defines the
powers of these institutions, which in turn determines the interconnections between the
work of different institutions in heritage management [74].

The government’s interest in cultural heritage and its investment in it as a source
of income for the state are the primary driver of the financial resources it devotes to
its preservation. Most countries lacking heritage management funding are developing
countries that rely on external funding to manage their heritage [51]. There may also be
countries that do not pay attention to heritage for several reasons, including the availability
of other sources of income, or they marginalise it because they consider it a remnant of
colonialism [51]. Political fluctuations within the government may lead to changes in its
internal policies, such as urbanisation policies and development priorities, which could
increase the threats to cultural heritage [65,74]. More indirectly, foreign policies and the
stability of states, or lack thereof, can cause conflicts and wars that completely debilitate
heritage preservation management.

The government can be considered one of the main stakeholders in heritage manage-
ment, but its role is completely different from that of other stakeholders. The stakeholders
who are referred to as having a strong influence on the failure of heritage management are
the local community or individuals and organisations affected by and influence heritage
plans. However, they do not have the powers that the government has.

Stakeholders play an important role in heritage management planning. They can
be considered a significant driver of the success or failure of conservation and manage-
ment plans [4,78]. Their participation is essential in correctly identifying and mapping
important features of heritage sites, capturing all sites’ value, and including them in plans.
For example, ignoring some critical values of the local community may generate negative
views [12,55]. Understanding stakeholders’ interests and perspectives is essential in involv-
ing relevant groups in decision-making and anticipating common interests or potential
conflicts. The neglect of stakeholders generates mistrust and a lack of communication,
which may impede the effective management of heritage sites. Some attribute the lack of
stakeholder inclusion in planning and management processes to the difficulty in dealing
with many participants. However, research indicates that involving small groups in man-
agement as delegates enables them to assume responsibility for the presentation of plans
to all critical stakeholders for assessment, feedback, and adjustment, depending on the
suggestions presented [79].

Due to its importance, involving stakeholders in management processes is included in
the laws and legislation of some countries, some of which explicitly indicate the need to
involve the police and other state services [50]. This shows the recognition of stakeholders
such as government agencies and the local community, making it difficult for planners or
decision-makers to ignore them. In contrast, uncertainty leaves the stakeholder engagement
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assessment to planners, who often give control to influential groups and exclude vulnerable
minorities who may be primarily interested in these sites [59].

Laws and legislation are the reference points for all state policies [55,63]. However,
governments are the ones that formulate heritage laws and strategies. Governments
sometimes find that these laws exist but that developing or changing their outline strategies
requires significant time and effort [54]. This is something that some governments do not do
in their early stages because heritage is sometimes not considered a priority. Therefore, such
legislation may be used for many years, despite its defects and incompatibility with the
site conditions and environmental changes [16,49]. Beyond advocacy, only the government
has the power to engage in such revisions.

As mentioned previously, legislation is essential in influencing the government and
stakeholders. This makes it a direct influence on the effectiveness of heritage management
plans, in addition to several other aspects, such as the weakness of the penalties specified
by the law for crimes of infringement on heritage, which causes their continuation and a
lack of deterrence regarding their perpetrators [52].

The three elements mentioned here (the government—stakeholders, laws, and legis-
lation) have the strongest influences on heritage management and the effectiveness of its
plans. This is because, between them, they encompass many of the aspects indicated by the
selected studies (see Table 4). Nevertheless, it is essential to acknowledge the significance of
administrative performance, as these studies indicate that it is a primary factor contributing
to management ineffectiveness. The impact of deficiencies in administrative performance
can be mitigated if administrators are provided with an appropriate and supportive work
environment, sufficient resources, and robust legislation to support their efforts.

Figure 5 presents a conceptual framework that brings together the elements that the
authors believe are important in influencing the effectiveness of heritage management
and conservation, as indicated by this literature review, which can be considered when
evaluating the efficacy of cultural heritage management plans.
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heritage and the different causes of management failure in each country and sometimes in
each location, which makes it worthy of a separate and dedicated investigation.

Therefore, with a government that supports cultural heritage and aims to pass it on to
future generations, there will be sufficient financial support and supportive government
coordination for all institutions concerned with heritage. In addition, strict and up-to-
date legislation and laws covering all aspects of the current state of heritage preservation
are required. When these basics are available, administrative plans can be developed
by experienced and competent planners and decision-makers in government institutions
approved by the state. Furthermore, all relevant stakeholders must be involved in planning
and fully cooperate with management. Notably, all these steps can only function as
intended if they are understood correctly and clearly and are free from undue complexity
and ambiguity. If all of these components are present, appropriate and efficient plans for
heritage management can be created.

Nevertheless, it must be appreciated that heritage management, even if planned well,
remains, at some level, inherently vulnerable to failure, whether due to implementation
failure or unforeseen or difficult-to-predict hazards, such as natural disasters or armed
conflict. This underscores the need for robust and in-depth heritage management strategies.

5. Conclusions
This literature review highlights the effectiveness of heritage management in conserv-

ing tangible cultural heritage. This paper analysed a selection of articles to identify the
strategies used in heritage conservation. The analysis identified 29 factors that contribute
to heritage management’s ineffectiveness. These have been classified into six categories:
administrative institutions; stakeholders; financial resources; natural and human hazards;
laws and legislation; and political issues.

Most of the factors can be categorised as relating primarily to administrative institu-
tions, starting with insufficient coordination between institutions concerned with heritage,
a lack of technical and professional personnel, a lack of planning procedures to achieve
effective management, and the complexity of administrative plans. Moreover, it has been
highlighted that there is a lack of oversight over these institutions. The following most
prominent categories, as identified in the literature, are the stakeholders, financial resources,
natural disasters, and human threats, each of which can be attributed to underlying causes.
Regarding stakeholders, neglect of their inclusion in the various planning stages was at-
tributed as a significant cause of management failure, in addition to insufficient awareness,
especially from the local community, of the importance of heritage preservation. A lack
of financial resources, reliance on external financing, and inadequate funding for heritage
management were among the factors that contributed to the impact of the financing on
effectiveness. As for the various threats that sometimes occur unexpectedly, such as earth-
quakes and floods, it has been pointed out that a lack of preparedness for disasters is one
of the reasons for the failure of conservation measures. Furthermore, it has been noted
that the absence of laws and legislation, a lack of clarity in their provisions, and the effec-
tiveness of their implementation are the aspects in which legislation affects effectiveness.
The last frequently cited factor contributing to the inefficiency of cultural heritage man-
agement is political problems, namely state policies that do not support heritage or cause
political fluctuations.

After further analysing of these factors, a conceptual framework was developed. This
framework establishes a connection between the elements proposed by the authors as the
main factors influencing the management processes of heritage conservation. It can be
used as a reference point to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the management of
heritage sites.
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It was found that the main driver of most of these factors is the government, which
plays the most significant role in influencing most of the aspects above. In addition to
the various stakeholders and their roles, which cannot be overlooked in the success or
failure of heritage administrations’ management efforts, laws and legislation were found
to be highly influential in their function as a regulatory mechanism of administrative
operations and implementation. The framework also includes administrative performance,
which is significant in proper management planning. Poor performance may lead to
management and conservation efforts failing, even if all other process aspects are in place.
The framework also indicates the necessity of transparency in all procedures included in
the administrative process for ease of interpretation and implementation, in the manner in
which they were designed.

Research on cultural heritage management is ongoing and it requires additional
investigation. The surrounding environment, a given example of cultural heritage, may
change and give rise to additional aspects that impact the efficacy of conservation measures.
These factors might be considered to update the suggested framework when applied to a
specific local or national case. Moreover, studies might address obstacles to heritage efficacy,
such as formulating strategies to enhance the management efficiency. Furthermore, this
study’s limitation is that most of the selected research focuses on global cultural heritage.
Consequently, it is feasible to suggest conducting research that explicitly addresses the
difficulties that heritage sites encounter in a local context, as they are likely to encounter
distinct obstacles.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at:
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su17010366/s1. PRISMA Checklist.

Author Contributions: Conceptualisation, F.S., G.S. and M.N.; methodology, F.S., G.S. and M.N.;
software, F.S.; validation, F.S.; formal analysis, F.S.; investigation, F.S. and M.N.; resources, F.S.; data
curation, F.S. and M.N.; writing—original draft preparation, F.S.; writing—review and editing, F.S.,
G.S. and M.N.; supervision, G.S. and M.N. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: The datasets used and/or generated in this study are accessible from
the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Appendix A
List of selected grey documents for research inclusion.

No. Grey Document

1 Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention.

2
Enhancing our heritage toolkit: assessing management effectiveness of natural
World Heritage Sites.

3 Management plans for world heritage sites. A practical guide.

4 Guidebook on standards for drafting cultural heritage management plans.

5 Managing cultural heritage world.

6
Enhancing our heritage toolkit 2.0: assessing management effectiveness of World
Heritage properties and other heritage places.
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