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World)Heritage)Capacity)Building)
Strategy)highlights)the)need)for)

•  An)integra:on)of)natural)and)cultural)heritage)
management)

•  A)proac:ve)approach)in)conserva:on)and)
management))

And)recognizes)three)target)audiences:)
1.  Prac::oners)
2.  Ins:tu:ons)
3.  Communi:es)and)networks)
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)…)and)new)methods)for)understanding)
and)mapping)

! Immaterial)aspects)which)are)not)included)in)
conserva:on)systems,)in)databases)and)in)
decisionKmaking)frameworks)

! The)landscape)processes)of)today))
And)to)include)competence)in)communica:on),)
par:cipatory)process,)conflict)management)and)
dialogue)building,)
And)to)have)a)resource)management)perspec:ve)),))
”)social)–)ecological)resilience”)…)
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Reflec:ons)from)recent)Periodic)
Repor:ng)mee:ngs)recall)the)need)for)
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•  A)comprehensive)view)on)OUV)
and)a)shared)vision)for)site)
development)

•  Coordina:on)systems)for)
management)responsibili:es)

•  Communica:on,)communica:on…)
•  Benefit)sharing)mechanisms)
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Adaptive governance provides guidance for under-
standing connectivity between features of resilience, 
dynamic change, processes and outcomes
Building resilience in practice is about truly inter-
dependent social-ecological systems. It involves a 
learning-based, multilayered committee approach that 
brings together public and private actors for sharing 
risk and the burden of planning and reorganization 
following abrupt change. Adaptive governance puts 
governance into a framework that deals with shocks 
and surprises and moves across scales exempli!ed 
through diseases, disasters, and climate change (Boyd 
and Folke 2012).

The processes of adaptive governance require an arena/
platform to bridge sectors and organizational levels
These processes include trust-building, vertical and 
horizontal collaboration, learning, sense-making, iden-
ti!cation of common interests, and con"ict resolution. 
In some successful cases this is provided by a bridging 
organization (Hahn et al. 2006, Malayang et al. 2006, 
Olsson et al. 2008, Schultz et al. 2011). Bridging func-
tions can also be provided by scale-crossing brokers 
who are engaged in practices to connect actors across 
social-ecological scales. It is important to identify and 
support such key persons (Ernstson et al. 2009). But 
there are also instances where bridging functions coun-
teract sustainable resource management, for example 
middlemen in East African coastal !sheries (Crona et 
al. 2010) or is simply lacking like in water management 
in Tanzanian catchments (Stein et al. 2011).

Adaptive governance coordinates different  types of net-
works Local steward networks typically include land-
owners and local NGOs and civil servants concerned 
with the actual management (Colding et al. 2006, 
Schultz et al. 2007, Hahn 2011), while the governance 
network of ecosystem stewardship typically includes 
national NGOs and civil servants who can provide and 
mobilise institutional, !nancial and political support 
as well as external knowledge. International govern-
ance networks can include state agencies, large NGOs, 
industries and multinational organizations such as 
UN or EU (Kittinger et al. 2010, Galaz et al. in press). 
The challenge of ecosystem stewardship often requires 
change processes and restructuring of the international 
organizations involved (Stange et al. in press).

Network structure affects adaptive governance processes
Signi!cant differences in governance processes and 
outcomes can be expected among governance net-
works experiencing structural differences in terms of 
density of relations, degree of cohesiveness, subgroup 
interconnectivity, and degree of network centraliza-
tion (Bodin and Crona 2009). These structural charac-
teristics can strongly in"uence, for example, degree of 
trust (i.e. social capital), learning and distribution of 
knowledge, in"uence and power, level of compliance, 
and ability to access critical resources (Bodin and 
Crona 2008, Crona and Bodin 2010). 

Legitimacy and accountability of self-organized gov-
ernance networks can be constructed in different ways
Transparency and involvement of a variety of stake-
holders ensure legitimacy, but at the same time 
accountability becomes blurred when decisions are 
taken. In Kristianstads Vattenrike Biosphere Reserve 
(pictured below) a complementary model has been 
adopted where politicians make the !nal decisions 
based on the proposals made by the governance net-
work. In this way the innovativeness and adaptability 
of networks are combined with representative democ-
racy and thus traditional accountability (Hahn 2011).

Abrupt change requires a different theoretical analysis
Abrut change poses particular challenges for govern-
ance and requires a different theoretical analysis than 
incremental social-ecological change. Incremental 
change requires institutions promoting predictability, 
stability and ef!ciency while abrupt change requires 
"exibility, learning, and network responses to cascad-
ing effects (Duit and Galaz 2008, Galaz et al. 2010, 
Boyd and Folke 2012). 

Adaptive governance can operate in a global context
Adaptive governance is subject to a global context with 
intensi!ed interactions and drivers landing in local places 
(Folke et al. 2011). Globally connected adaptive govern-
ance systems can emerge to support regional ecosystem 
stewardship, as re"ected in the successful efforts to curb 
illegal and unreported over!shing in the Southern Ocean 
(Österblom et al. 2010, Österblom and Sumaila 2011). 
Polycentric systems may play a signi!cant role in global 
adaptive governance (Galaz et al. in press). An example 
is the way multilateral frameworks provision or block 
the enabling conditions for local adaptation to global 
climate change (Boyd and Kjellen in press).

KEY FINDINGS:

A survey of 146 Biosphere Reserves in 55 countries showed that 
adaptive co-management (ACM) practices were associated with a 
higher level of effectiveness in achieving development goals, while 
biodiversity conservation effectiveness remained high. The conclu-
sion was  that ACM enables a broader set of goals to be achieved 
simultaneously in e.g. conservation efforts (Schultz et al. 2011). 
Photo: Sven-Erik Magnusson/Biosfärkontoret
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involved and do not participate. But who is the local community? Many sites 
have parallel communities, who is the user and who benefits. Who has a direct 
relationship with the place, who are the custodians?  What are the social, 
economic and political realities of the place. 
 
Documentation and transparency ( impact assessments). Transfer 
conflict management, participatory processes  and communication strategies 
  opportunities for partnerships 
 

3. Threats and pressures - Assessing factors affecting heritage,  
 
In recent years a large number of heritage sites have been threatened by 
large scale development projects; large scale infrastructure projects, roads, 
bridges, tall buildings, demolitions and new infrastructure typologies like wind 
farms as well as land-use policy changes and large scale urban 
developments, even excessive or inappropriate tourism and illegal 
constructions. In world heritage properties they have been debated in the 
media and reported to the World Heritage Committee. Not only the big 
developments .. (icomoshia) 
 
 The threats 
vulnerability assessments, risk management should be part  
 

• Moorings/marker buoys 

  Name Impact Origin 

 Positive Negative Current Potential Inside Outside 

3.1.5 Interpretative and visitation 
facilities 

                  

 
 
Threats are major problems facing a site: i.e. forest loss or degradation of a 
coral reef 
Causes of threats are the reasons why the forest is disappearing (e.g. illegal 
logging and agricultural encroachment) or coral is degrading (e.g. tourist over-
use, global warming etc) 
mpacts of threats are the problems that result: e.g. for forests, an impact 
could be soil erosion; for coral reefs, loss of fish species through loss of 
spawning areas 
Also considers current and potential threats. If they cannot be reduced, the .. 
impacts must be considered. A pragmatic approach with first.. 
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Heritage)is)heritage)because)it)is)subject)to)management)and)conserva'on)
processes,)not)simply)because)it)is)
LauraJane)Smith)2008)
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