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ABSTRACT

The ‘People-Centred Approach (PCA)’ emphasises the need to iden-
tify the capacity-building requirements of different actors and to
actively engage people in the heritage process. However, how to
effectively apply PCA in historically significant urban environments,
and how to facilitate the integration between planning history and
heritage research remain critical research gaps. To answer these
questions, our study combines theoretical analysis with a case study
to construct a multi-scalar conceptual framework that connects
PCA, planning history, and policy adaptation. Through a literature
review, archival research, and interviews, this paper analyses
Phrae’s heritage conservation practices, examining how the PCA
has been applied in practice over the past 20 years, particularly in
the relationship between planning historians, heritage managers
and policymakers. The findings reveal that PCA facilitates interge-
nerational communication, enhances civic identity, and empowers
local communities. Planning historians primarily assume roles as
historical researchers, value interpreters, interest coordinators, and
policy consultants. However, they face challenges such as unclear
management outcomes that hinder early dialogue and incomplete
governance reforms that impede interdisciplinary collaboration.
The paper further argues that adopting a systems-thinking
approach within PCA can enhance the integration of planning
history into heritage research and governance, providing historical

insights that inform sustainable policy adjustments.

Introduction

KEYWORDS
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As perceptions of heritage values continue to expand, heritage conservation strategies
are beginning to shift from a material-centred to people-centred approaches (PCA). Early
PCA was derived from the living heritage approach (LHA), which was first systematically
studied by Wijesuriya and Poulios' who used religious heritage as a case study to
elaborate a framework for implementing LHA.?> Most scholars equate PCA with the LHA
or the intangible heritage approach (IHA) and focus on religious,® archaeological* and
intangible heritage.” As the PCA theory continues to evolve, some scholars have begun to
apply it to natural® and built heritage.” In recent years, several interdisciplinary
approaches have been used to further develop the theoretical framework of PCA. In
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2020, Wells defined the concepts and similarities and differences between People-centred
and human-centred, noting that the former focuses on collective experiences, while the
latter derives insights from individual experiences for broader application.? In 2021, some
scholars began to use place-attachment and place theories in constructing a framework
for PCA.°

However, the PCA faces many challenges in urban heritage conservation, particularly in
the context of urban renewal, governance structures, and policy adaptation. PCA research
in the field of urban heritage has focused on community participation models,'® pre-
conservation subjective value assessments,'" sustainable development of heritage,'? and
the use of the HUL."> Maaike et al. provide an overview of the main management
approaches and challenges facing the current use of PCA for living urban heritage.'*
These challenges include defining core communities amid rapid population movement,
ensuring long-term stakeholder engagement beyond project-based interventions, avoid-
ing homogenisation after renewal within a neoliberal economic framework, and addres-
sing the impact of changing community values and shifting people-place bonds on
community identity as production and living styles evolve. These issues are closely linked
to the historical study of urban and planning development, as understanding the past
patterns and dynamics of cities can provide insights into managing such contemporary
challenges."”

There is still a research gap on how to apply PCA effectively in historic urban environ-
ments and promote integration between planning history and heritage studies. To bridge
this gap, it is essential to explore how urban planning history, which focuses on under-
standing the evolution of cities, can inform and support PCA’s application in heritage
conservation. Currently, research on the history of urban planning globally focuses on
three main areas:'®

Comparative Urban History: This field studies urban development patterns by explor-
ing commonalities among cities, understanding the causes of their growth or decline, and
establishing a systematic framework for urban research. Such an approach can help
address challenges like defining values and understanding social dynamics.

Applied Urban History: Urban history offers valuable historical lessons that can inform
contemporary urban planning and policymaking, providing practical insights into how
past interventions have shaped cities’ social and spatial configurations. This can guide
strategies to avoid homogenisation and ensure more sustainable urban renewal.

Urban Historiography and Methodology: As urban history expands, it has become
a multi-dimensional field, focusing on diverse social groups, historical environments,
and everyday spaces. The shift from institutional history to social and everyday life history
reflects a growing interest in understanding how ordinary people’s daily lives shape and
are shaped by urban spaces, which is crucial for applying PCA effectively in heritage
conservation.

This study explores the mechanisms and limitations of PCA in urban heritage manage-
ment and examines how PCA can be employed to create a meaningful connection
between heritage studies and planning history. By combining theoretical analysis with
case studies, our research develops a conceptual framework that integrates both fields.
Drawing on critical realism (CR) and critical discourse analysis (CDA), our study examines
PCA not only as a discourse but as a practice embedded in governance structures,
stakeholder engagement, and urban planning policies.'” This approach allows for an
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exploration of how PCA is negotiated, implemented, and adjusted in different policy
environments. Utilising the Phrae project — a pilot initiative by ICCROM in Thailand
(2005) - as a case study, we have conducted a literature review, on-site research, and
interviews to investigate how the PCA has been applied in practice over the past 20 years,
with a particular focus on the interactions between planning historians and heritage
managers, and local policymakers. By analysing policy texts and archival materials, our
study seeks to uncover ‘silent policies’ - those that were proposed but never fully
implemented - revealing how governance structures, financial constraints, and political
dynamics influence PCA execution.'® Additionally, we examine how planning historians’
roles in heritage governance have evolved over time and how their work contributes to
shaping policy frameworks for urban conservation.

Theoretical Background
Development and Knowledge Framework of the PCA

Since the 1890s, heritage studies have gradually begun to focus on the daily cultural life of
the people living in communities in historic areas and on traditional practices, emphasising
how these shape a sense of place and the spirit of the heritage site.'® These in turn have
influenced the development of authorised heritage discourses (AHD), which are dominated
by government and expert-led approach.?® The PCA has arisen in this context, with its
theoretical basis in the LHA.2! Since ICCROM put forward the LHA in 2003, it has formed
a framework for a conservation approach based on the maintenance of functional con-
tinuity, cultural expression, traditional care, and community participation. On this basis,
ICCROM takes the LHA as a new paradigm and further proposes the PCA, which puts the
living dimension at the centre of decision-making, for example, the importance of heritage
lies not only in its materiality but also in how it is valued and used by the whole community.

The knowledge framework of PCA encompasses three key dimensions. The first is
engaging people in heritage. PCA recognises the crucial role that individuals and com-
munities play in driving positive change, making them integral to the long-term con-
servation and co-management of heritage. It emphasises engagement, a broader and
deeper form of involvement characterised by emotional commitment, interest, and
sustained attention to the goals, processes, and outcomes, rather than mere
participation.”” The second dimension is capacity building and methodological shifts.
PCA tries to create a learning environment that connects heritage to its wider community
context, recognising that effective conservation cannot be achieved in isolation. Finally,
PCA emphasises the significance of heritage to human well-being. Its management
framework focuses on actual outcomes, considering both immediate deliverables and
broader management goals. It encourages heritage practitioners to view each conserva-
tion effort as a contribution to society’s sustainability, encompassing social, economic,
and environmental dimensions (Figure 1).*

Planning History for Heritage Identification and Conservation

Since the 20th century, the study of planning history has evolved through several distinct
phases: from biographies of pioneering planners to institutional chronicles, followed by
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Figure 1. The knowledge framework of PCA (self-drawn by the author).

an expansion in research scope, the integration of urban history methodologies, and
ultimately, a multidisciplinary cross-research approach.?> At the same time, planning
ideas, policies and impacts have always been present in the study of planning history,
but the focus has been different in different periods due to the different contexts and
social trends of the times.?® The evolution of the subject and object of research of the
International Planning History Society (IPHS) over the past 50 years has also been char-
acterised by a ‘local-diverse-international-cultural-future’ approach.?” Particularly at the
20th IPHS Conference, the relationship between planning history (past) and future is
a common concern for scholars of various core themes, and the future development of
planning history research has become an important topic for roundtable discussion. As
one of the most relevant sub-topics for planning historical research and reality, planning
history for heritage identification and conservation was mentioned by numerous scholars,
Li Nan pointed out that the relationship between planning history research and urban
heritage conservation can be understood as an important interpretation of sustainable
development.?® Lawrence Vale explores how the negotiation between political power
and urban design influenced the course of planning history when a residential neighbour-
hood was nominated for World Heritage.?

In the roundtable discussion at the 20th IPHS conference, Prof. Carola Hein, President
of IPHS, highlighted the importance of planning history research for heritage identifica-
tion and preservation. She emphasised that planning history extends beyond traditional
architecture and landscape, incorporating broader social, cultural, and environmental
factors. This holistic perspective is crucial for understanding heritage, which differs from
history in its focus on preserving and presenting select aspects of the past. While history
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encompasses a wider range of topics — including both successes and failures of past
plans — heritage narrows this focus to elements deemed valuable for current and future
generations. Prof. Hein argued that heritage serves as a visualisation tool for historical
trends, allowing for a better understanding of the developmental trajectories of societies.
Through heritage, the lines and trends of historical development become clearer, provid-
ing a tangible connection between the past and present. She further stressed that
historians have a responsibility to actively engage with contemporary issues such as
sustainability, inclusiveness, and aesthetics, positioning history as a dynamic resource
for modern challenges. In relation to planning history, decisions about what to preserve as
heritage require a careful balance — not only capturing a single interpretation of the past
but also considering how historical knowledge can be maintained and utilised for future
generations. This involves acknowledging diverse historical narratives and ensuring that
history is preserved as both a cultural asset and a tool for addressing contemporary urban
and social needs.

The Role of Planning Historians in International Heritage Management

Planning historians play a crucial role in international heritage management. Beyond
interpreting the historical value of heritage through academic research, they actively
engage in policy formulation and local practice to promote more inclusive and sustain-
able heritage conservation models. Since the 20th century, urban heritage management
has gradually shifted from an elite-driven monument preservation approach to a more
community-oriented and integrated strategy. In this transformation, the research and
advocacy of planning historians have played a pivotal role.

Integrating Historical Research and Community-Based Conservation

Planning historians emphasise the holistic nature of urban heritage, arguing that heritage
is not merely an assemblage of individual monuments but a spatial network that embo-
dies community lifestyles and urban development history. In Europe, for instance, scholars
have promoted the concept of integrated urban conservation through detailed historical
surveys and architectural analyses. One notable example is the 1960s urban survey of
Bologna, Italy, conducted by planning historians. By combining architectural mapping
with sociological research, this study laid the foundation for comprehensive conservation
policies, ensuring that everyday urban spaces were incorporated into the heritage man-
agement framework rather than solely focusing on landmark buildings.?° This research
approach significantly influenced the concept of ‘Integrated Conservation,” which
emerged in Europe in the 1970s, leading to the adoption of the European Charter of
the Architectural Heritage.>' This charter encouraged governments to integrate heritage
values into urban planning while emphasising public participation in heritage
management.>?

Similarly, in Japan, planning historians have been deeply involved in local heritage
conservation initiatives. The establishment of the Traditional Building Preservation
Districts System in 1975 was not only influenced by international heritage conservation
trends but was also driven by domestic scholars and grassroots movements. During this
period, local communities spontaneously formed Machinami (townscape) preservation
movements, advocating for resident participation in urban heritage conservation.** This
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bottom-up movement prompted the government to introduce community consultation
mechanisms in historic district protection policies.** Planning historians not only provided
technical support but also acted as intermediaries, helping communities understand local
historical values and develop strategies that adhered to conservation principles while
addressing residents’ needs. For example, Professor Yukio Nishimura of the University of
Tokyo has been actively involved in historic district conservation planning, assisting local
governments and communities in establishing preservation frameworks. By integrating
Machizukuri (community-based urban planning) principles, Nishimura and other experts
have promoted heritage conservation models that align with sustainable urban
development.®* This combination of research and practice has not only facilitated the
sustainable management of historic districts but has also nurtured a new generation of
planning professionals dedicated to heritage preservation.3®

The Influence of Planning Historians on Policy Evolution
Planning history research has played a crucial role in shifting heritage management
policies from monument-focused conservation to more integrated governance
approaches. It has helped policymakers recognise that heritage is not only a cultural
asset but also closely linked to social structures and urban development. In Europe,
Bologna’s conservation practices led to a reconsideration of the role of heritage in
urban planning, reinforcing the notion of ‘protecting historic cities for the people.’ This
perspective directly influenced policymakers to prioritise community rights and prevent
displacement in urban conservation planning.?” Such research contributed to the late
20th-century policy shift in European countries, particularly under the guidance of inter-
national frameworks like the Faro Convention, which emphasised community engage-
ment in heritage conservation. As a result, national governments have implemented laws
ensuring public participation in heritage management decision-making.>®

In Japan, planning historians have similarly influenced policy adjustments. After the
establishment of the historic district preservation system in the 1970s, rapid economic
development in the 1980s and 1990s introduced new challenges for urban conservation.
These challenges led policymakers to expand discussions to include ‘historic landscape
preservation” and ‘urban townscape enhancement’ as essential policy concerns. Planning
history research played a key role in demonstrating the need to move beyond monu-
ment-centric conservation and incorporate heritage management into broader commu-
nity development frameworks. For instance, Japan’s Cultural Properties Protection Law
and related regulations have gradually incorporated public participation mechanisms,
encouraging that preservation plans include public hearings and community consulta-
tions, particularly in the management of cultural landscapes and heritage sites.>® These
policy adaptations were directly influenced by long-term advocacy from planning histor-
ians, highlighting a shift from a government-led conservation model to a more participa-
tory governance approach.

The Role of Planning Historians in the Policy System

The role of planning historians in policy formulation and implementation varies depend-
ing on national policy environments. In some countries, scholars primarily serve as policy
advisors, providing academic expertise to governments. In Europe, for instance, planning
historians are often appointed to government committees or participate in international
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research projects that influence legislation. The Belvedere Memorandum (1999) in the
Netherlands, which formally integrated cultural history into spatial planning policies,
reportedly received significant academic input from planning historians.* In such well-
established policy frameworks, planning historians predominantly function as evaluators
and strategic consultants, ensuring that heritage management aligns with historical
understanding and social needs.

In contrast, in policy environments that remain in a dynamic state of evolution,
planning historians take on more practice-oriented roles. In Japan, for example, local
governments often rely on academic institutions for expertise and human resources,
making planning historians active participants in heritage conservation projects. Their
involvement extends beyond policy advocacy to direct engagement in preservation
practices, where they accumulate on-the-ground experience that later informs policy
recommendations. The Machinami preservation movement exemplifies this bottom-up
approach: university research teams have long provided technical support to local com-
munities, and successful case studies have subsequently influenced national policy
adjustments. As a result, Japan’s planning historians often play dual roles as both practi-
tioners and policy advocates, simultaneously driving pilot projects at the local level and
shaping legal frameworks at the national level.*'

Constructing a Framework at the Intersection of PCA and Planning History

Based on the previous analysis of the PCA knowledge framework and the discussion of the
relationship between planning history research and heritage conservation, this section
attempts to construct a framework for the intersection of these two fields and to analyse
the role of planning historians within the PCA. This framework integrates CR and CDA to
examine how PCA is not only a theoretical concept but also a practice embedded in
governance structures, policy negotiations, and socio-economic dynamics.*

First, in terms of ‘engaging people in the heritage process,’ planning historians serve as
intermediaries. They facilitate communication and coordination among diverse stake-
holders and contribute to the development of historically informed policies. Their role
as connectors ensures that both expert knowledge and community perspectives are
integrated into heritage decision-making. However, this role is not static; it is influenced
by governance structures, funding mechanisms, and the political will to integrate histor-
ical perspectives into contemporary urban development. The extent to which planning
historians can effectively bridge the gap between policy and practice depends on the
institutional frameworks that either empower or constrain their participation.**

Second, PCA creates a capacity-building learning environment where planning histor-
ians act as both knowledge learners and providers. From a CR perspective, this dual role is
shaped by both discursive and extra-discursive factors, including urban policies, institu-
tional mandates, and power relations among stakeholders.** On one hand, they gather
insights into community structures and socio-cultural characteristics by conducting oral
history research and studying how communities perceive their cultural values. This
approach not only helps diversify the field of planning history by shifting the focus
towards everyday historical spaces but also challenges the dominant narratives in urban
conservation, which often prioritise monumental heritage over vernacular and lived
heritage experiences.*® On the other hand, as knowledge providers, planning historians
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contribute historical context to the heritage value identification process. They analyse the
influence of historical planning ideas on current management practices and play a key
role in guiding community education and participation efforts. However, their effective-
ness is contingent on whether heritage governance structures recognise and institutio-
nalise historical perspectives in decision-making processes.*®

Finally, the PCA heritage management framework conceptualises heritage as
a dynamic socio-political construct, embedded in multi-scalar governance structures
that mediate between global heritage policies and local urban realities. By incorporating
a recontextualization approach,47 this framework examines how PCA is negotiated,
adapted, or resisted in different policy environments. Through this lens, heritage is seen
not only as an integral component of a place, but also as a contested space where
multiple interests intersect. For instance, policy adaptation often involves compromises
between heritage conservation, economic development, and urban modernisation, which
can either reinforce or undermine PCA principles.*® Planning historians, with their ability
to uncover previously overlooked or suppressed community voices, contribute to a more
inclusive approach to heritage conservation. However, their capacity to do so depends on
whether their expertise is formally integrated into urban planning policies or remains
peripheral to decision-making processes. They reveal the broader social benefits of
heritage, thereby helping to create a more comprehensive and community-driven frame-
work for preservation.

Therefore, within the PCA, planning historians play multiple roles, including those of
historical researchers, value interpreters, Interest coordinators, and policy consultants.
However, these roles are not only shaped by their disciplinary expertise but also by the
structural conditions that either facilitate or constrain their participation in heritage
governance. By situating PCA within a broader institutional and policy-oriented frame-
work, this study argues that planning historians must actively engage in policy dialogues,
advocate for interdisciplinary collaboration, and challenge the limitations imposed by
top-down governance structures. Only by addressing these structural constraints can
urban heritage management practices truly become more inclusive, adaptive, and sus-
tainable (Figure 2).

Case Study: Heritage Management in Phrae, Thailand

In this section, we use a case study to illustrate the effectiveness and mechanisms of
implementing PCA in urban settings and to validate the framework constructed in the
previous section. Through this case study, we will further explore how planning history
research specifically impacts heritage management within the PCA framework and iden-
tify the challenges encountered during the implementation process.

Background History

Phrae is a minor province in northern Thailand, established in the 11th century AD, and its
capital Phrae is surrounded by walls and a moat that demonstrates the ancient people’s
wisdom in city building and water management for consumption and agriculture.*® The
location of traditional communities within the walled city reflects historical patterns of
land use and occupation, which were based on social status and craft skills. However,
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Figure 2. Intersection of PCA and Planning history (self-drawn by the author).

modernisation has gradually eroded Phrae’s traditional way of life. Changes in production
methods have led to a decline in agricultural income, consumerism has undermined the
community'’s original beliefs and values, and the original urban spaces have continuously
disintegrated, resulting in the loss of local community consciousness. Due to the failure of
Thailand’s Fine Arts Department (FAD), along with local and provincial organisations, to
effectively manage the region’s cultural heritage, the Phrae community began to take
independent management measures.>® Between 2004 and 2005, Phrae was selected as
a pilot project for ICCROM'’s Living Heritage Sites programme, which gradually promoted
a PCA heritage management system.

Implementation of PCA in Heritage Management Process (Figure 7)

Phase 1 (2001-2005): Community Empowerment and Consensus Building

Phrae’s PCA heritage preservation efforts originated from a local volunteer group, Healthy
Cities initiative, which aimed at educating traditional communities about their heritage
and traditional conservation processes while developing sustainable conservation meth-
ods through a participatory approach. The Children of Phrae group (COP), a community
heritage committee formed by local voluntary groups, acted as the primary implementing
agency, responsible for organising community groups, hosting events, and facilitating
community participation.

During the first phase, the committee focused on community empowerment and
establishing a platform for dialogue to build consensus (Figure 3). They identified key
individuals who could represent the entire village community through groups of various
ages and backgrounds. Multiple methods, such as interviews, workshops, and public
forums, were employed to ensure broad community engagement. In this phase, con-
sultations between the project team and the community were conducted to create a local
knowledge map of Phrae Municipality. Additionally, training sessions were provided in
cartography and information analysis, equipping community members with the skills
needed to contribute actively to the mapping process. This phase was also integrated
with other initiatives, such as the Learning Resources Project, the Living Museums Project,
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Figure 3. Relationship of different actors in phase 1(Self-drawn by the author).

and the Local Curriculum Project. These projects were designed to introduce key activ-
ities, disseminate knowledge, and foster a sense of ownership and confidence within the
community.”’

Phase 2 (2006-2011): Awareness-Raising Activities and Tangible Heritage

In 2006, COP transitioned to the second phase by transforming into the ‘Luk Lan Muang
Phrae Network (LLMP),” which incorporated new members to enhance the organisation’s
stability. LLMP was recognised as an advisory body for cultural heritage preservation
through ongoing cooperation with local government and SPAFA. In 2006, LLMP collabo-
rated with local schools and the cultural office to establish a book house aimed at
enhancing local children’s awareness of heritage.’” The following year, with city govern-
ment funding, LLMP launched the ‘Poh Ban Ew Muang’ project, organising cycling tours to
raise heritage awareness among residents Figure 4(a). Further, LLMP promoted the Old
Houses Conservation Program, hosting cultural exhibitions and activities to preserve and
raise awareness of old houses.>®> LLMP began collaborating with SPAFA to secure funding
for the documentation of old houses Figure 4(b) and assisted with an archaeological
project to promote the preservation of prehistoric sites in Natong village.”*

Phase 3 (2012-2015): Developing Management Vision
During the third phase, LLMP and SPAFA continued their collaboration on several pro-
jects, such as the Phrae Creative District project initiated by the Creative Economy
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Authority of Thailand in partnership with local networks (Figure 5). This project aimed to
promote Phrae’s Old Town through architectural heritage exhibitions and public events
Figure 4(c), resulting in Phrae being officially recognised as an Old Town of Thailand.
Additionally, LLMP, in collaboration with SEAMEO SPAFA, undertook a community-based
architectural heritage preservation project funded by the U.S. Ambassadors’ Fund for
Cultural Preservation. This project established a foundation for subsequent historic pre-
servation efforts, including training sessions for Laotian architects and archaeologists on
architectural preservation methods that integrate traditional and modern approaches
Figure 4(d).

Phase 4 (2016-2023): Community Engagement and Heritage-Driven Urban
Development

In the fourth phase, LLMP focused on supporting and co-organising various interna-
tional capacity-building activities in collaboration with ICCROM, SEAMEO SPAFA, and
the British Council (Figure 6). The annual Phrae Handicraft Festival brought together
local artisans to celebrate and pass on traditional skills Figure 4(e). LLMP also estab-
lished the Old Town Market to provide social and commercial spaces for the elderly in
Phrae, enhancing their well-being. Since its inception, the market has become a major
tourist attraction and commercial hub, generating regular income for local
traders°°Figure 4(f). Simultaneously, LLMP continued to work on the Master Plan for
the Old Town, integrating urban economic and industrial development. Currently, the
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Commission is regarded as a crucial mechanism for coordinating and mobilising
people, activities, and networks.

Assessment of the Effectiveness of the PCA in Phrae
Social Impact Assessment

The impact of the LLMP is mainly in two areas. First, it focuses on reintroducing local
culture and traditional ways of life while connecting people of different ages. LLMP
emphasises the preservation of lost traditional culture through its activities and
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Figure 7. Activities and program timeline (redrawn from Pathumwan’s diagram, 2022).”’

projects, such as organising traditional events like the Suad Berk, held to ward off bad
luck and evil spirits. These events ensure the representation of local cultural heritage
in various settings, including the marketplace. Additionally, LLMP promotes awareness
and the use of local indigo products. By fostering communication and connection
among people of all ages, these activities help to instil a sense of belonging and love
for one’s homeland.
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Second, LLMP inspires and empowers the citizens of Phrae to act for their hometown.
By cultivating collective pride and motivating residents, LLMP encourages the preserva-
tion of local heritage through ongoing events and projects that emphasise the value of
historical and cultural traditions. It also promotes projects aligned with its mission by
connecting interested participants with those who can provide necessary resources and
support, such as human resources, funding, and knowledge. This approach helps to create
a community of local changemakers.”®

The Role of Planning Historians in Phrae’s Heritage Management

In the management of Phrae’s heritage, planning historians have played multiple key
roles. The process adopted a participatory action research approach, involving scholars
and representatives from the government, private sector, community, and social groups.
Public forums were organised to facilitate the sharing of experiences and exchange of
information while identifying active scholars and change-makers. Figure 8 illustrates the
diverse participants in heritage management, including architectural scholars, planning
historians, senior monks, and anthropologists. By structuring planning historians’ engage-
ment over time, we illustrate their evolving role from knowledge acquisition to active
policy mediation and governance support.

Urban Historical Research and Knowledge Gathering: Phase 1 (2001-2005)

In the initial phase of Phrae’s PCA heritage management, planning historians primarily
acted as learners and researchers, focusing on understanding the city’s formation and
historical governance structures. They conducted ‘city walks’ with residents from different
generations and social backgrounds, collecting oral histories and identifying traditional
land use patterns and spatial narratives. Additionally, scholars reviewed historical docu-
ments, municipal planning records, and attended town council meetings to contextualise
past planning decisions and their impact on Phrae’s urban fabric. Participation in tradi-
tional ceremonies, such as the city wall blessing and ghost banishment rituals, provided
further insight into the intersections of belief systems, water management, and spatial
planning (Figure 9). Interdisciplinary collaboration also played a crucial role, as planning
historians joined a local advisory committee alongside archaeologists, anthropologists,
and local stakeholders to synthesise knowledge and validate findings. The research
culminated in a professional volume covering Phrae’s geography, settlement history,
municipal planning changes, and economic transformations, establishing a foundation
for subsequent heritage policies.

Interest Coordination & Stakeholder Engagement: Phase 1&2 (2001-2011)

As Phrae’s PCA framework developed, planning historians took on a facilitative role,
identifying key stakeholders and ensuring diverse representation in decision-making.
They recognised the importance of local heritage custodians through interviews, parti-
cularly with the abbot of Phrae’s oldest temple, which served both as a spiritual institution
and a historical planning site.°’ This recognition elevated the temple’s role as a key
heritage stakeholder. Furthermore, planning historians worked to empower marginalised
community members, such as elderly residents and traditional knowledge custodians,
including herbal medicine practitioners and musicians, who had been side-lined under
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Figure 8. List of early participants in the administration of the Phrae estate.*

modern governance structures. By advocating for their inclusion in local decision-making,
these historians helped restore their roles as cultural stewards. Additionally, they facili-
tated community workshops and focus groups to integrate indigenous knowledge into
Phrae’s conservation strategies, strengthening participatory decision-making while pro-
moting intergenerational knowledge transfer. The key contribution of this phase was
ensuring that heritage policies reflected diverse local interests, moving beyond an expert-
dominated paradigm.

Value Identification and Community Heritage Narrative: Phase 2&3 (2006-2015)

During this phase, planning historians shifted their focus from knowledge gathering to
community awareness raising, emphasising value identification, and strengthening local
identity. They played a crucial role in reframing the significance of Phrae’s city wall,
initially dismissed by local authorities as insignificant. Planning historian Srisakdi demon-
strated its historical importance, particularly in city gate management, flood control, and
social and administrative structuring (Figure 10).°2 Additionally, urban planning scholar
Kwannsang Atibhodhi’s research into Phrae’s historic flood management system revealed
strong community pride in local planning traditions.®* Collaborating with archaeologists
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Figure 9. Diagram of Phrae walls, river nature and beliefs drawn by a planning historian with
community residents.*°

Figure 10. Phrae’s wall and temple about urban Planning.®®
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and anthropologists, they promoted the history of Phrae’s canal system and its impact on
urban growth.®* Public heritage narratives and identity formation also became central, as
historians discovered that Phrae’s citizens continued to honour their last king despite past
accusations of treason. Public lectures and discussions reframed the king's legacy, reinfor-
cing community attachment to Phrae’s historical governance and educational develop-
ment. The key contribution was the validation of local historical narratives, which
strengthened community ties to heritage and fostered greater public engagement in
conservation efforts.

Policy Consultation and Sustainable Urban Heritage Planning: Phase 4 (2016-2023)
In the final phase, planning historians actively shaped policy proposals and collaborated
with government bodies to institutionalise PCA principles. One of their key achievements
was preventing the demolition of Phrae’s city walls, which the government initially
proposed to facilitate tourism expansion. Through coordinated community mobilisation
and advocacy, planning historians helped LLMP submit a policy proposal that successfully
preserved the walls. This initiative led to the introduction of city wall walking tours,
integrating heritage conservation into Phrae’s tourism economy. Another major initiative
was craft heritage revitalisation and economic integration, where planning historians
facilitated collaborations between LLMP and SPAFA to establish the annual Craft
Festival. This initiative revitalised traditional indigo dyeing techniques and provided
economic opportunities for artisans. Additionally, planning historians contributed to the
development of a master plan for Phrae’s Old Town, ensuring that conservation efforts
were integrated into sustainable urban planning rather than treated as isolated preserva-
tion projects. The key contribution of this phase was the direct influence of planning
historians on policy design, institutionalising participatory governance models within
Phrae’s heritage framework.

Challenges Faced by Urban Planning Historians in Applying PCA

Unclear Management Results Hinder Early Dialogue

In the implementation of the PCA in Phrae, urban planning historians face significant
challenges, primarily related to the unclear results of early-stage management efforts.
Since many outcomes at the consensus-building stage are intangible, both the residents
and the government struggle to perceive the effectiveness of the management process.®®
Moreover, consultations with indigenous communities on heritage preservation often fail
due to conflicts with individual interests and a lack of strong leadership.®” As a result,
urban planning historians, when implementing PCA, must not only listen to the voices of
various community groups and respect the shaping of urban life histories but also
continually revisit and refine the overall project goals. This is necessary to avoid an overly
broad or unfocused scope that could hinder effective evaluation and outcomes.

Incomplete Management Reforms Hinder Interdisciplinary Collaboration

Despite the crucial role that urban planning historians play in PCA, current manage-
ment structures remain insufficiently developed, limiting collaboration among experts
from different fields. Heritage management institutions need to better define the role
of planning historians, rather than relying solely on architectural historians. This
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necessity was revealed during the early stages of the Phrae project in cooperation with
ICCROM. The heritage managers at ICCROM predominantly come from architectural
backgrounds, focusing primarily on the physical restoration of structures. However,
LLMP initially focused more on raising awareness within the community and preser-
ving intangible cultural heritage. Nonetheless, LLMP faces structural challenges as an
organisation. First, it operates with a relatively loose organisational structure, often
dealing with shortages of human resources. Currently, LLMP consists of 8 to 10
members who work on various projects based on their expertise and interests, result-
ing in a relatively horizontal structure. Second, due to a lack of fixed long-term
projects, LLMP lacks a set annual plan, focusing instead on addressing immediate
issues without visionary, long-term planning. Consequently, as the project progressed,
later activities shifted towards tangible heritage preservation, revealing a lack of
a systematic approach.

Discussion: Bridging Policy and Practice

This study has examined the implementation of PCA in historically significant urban
environments, focusing on its intersection with planning history and heritage govern-
ance. By integrating theoretical analysis and empirical research, this study constructs
a multi-scalar framework connecting heritage studies, planning history, and policy adap-
tation. The case of Phrae, Thailand, serves as a testbed, illustrating how planning histor-
ians facilitate PCA implementation at different governance levels and how policy
structures enable or constrain participatory heritage management.

While PCA strengthens community engagement, civic identity, and locally driven
heritage governance, its effectiveness depends on institutional adaptation and policy
support. The findings highlight four key areas:

e PCA’'s adaptability across different governance levels

e Mechanisms influencing policy execution

e The role of archival research in heritage governance

e Strategic recommendations for enhancing PCA-based policy frameworks

PCA’s Adaptability Across Governance Levels

Phrae’s case demonstrates that PCA is not a static model but a dynamic framework
requiring adaptation across governance structures.

At the international level, organisations such as ICCROM, SEAMEO SPAFA, and UNESCO
provide funding, technical expertise, and policy guidelines, but their influence remains
limited without mechanisms for integrating PCA into national governance structures.

At the national level, Thailand’'s expert-driven heritage management system offers
limited pathways for formalising PCA within regulatory frameworks. Although Phrae
was designated a Historic Town of Thailand from 2016, the lack of a long-term participa-
tory governance structure means that PCA remains largely project-based, dependent on
external funding rather than institutional support.

At the local level, the Luk Lan Muang Phrae Network (LLMP) successfully led commu-
nity-driven conservation efforts, but these remain partially integrated into municipal
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governance. Without local policy mechanisms institutionalising participatory heritage
governance, the sustainability of these initiatives remains uncertain.

Framework Validation and Policy Evolution: The Role of Archival Research in PCA
Adaptation

Although PCA is recognised as a transformative framework for heritage management, its
adaptability depends on governance mechanisms, resource allocation, stakeholder con-
flicts, and cross-sectoral collaboration. Phrae’s case highlights multiple PCA initiatives that
failed to materialise, not solely due to policy limitations but because PCA is continuously
negotiated, executed, and sometimes obstructed at different governance stages.

Through archival research and textual analysis, this study validates how PCA policies
evolved over time, providing empirical evidence of policy shifts and the governance
mechanisms that shaped them.

Policy Evolution: PCA’s Adaptive Trajectory in Phrae

Analysis of policy documents, municipal plans, and legal frameworks reveals that PCA in
Phrae has evolved from state-controlled conservation to increased community involve-
ment. Key policy milestones include:®®

* 1961 National Heritage Act - Centralized heritage governance, excluding community
participation.

e 2000 heritage Decentralization Reform - Allowed local governments to co-manage
heritage but required government approval for community-led initiatives.

e 2012 Community-Based Tourism Policy - Proposed community-led tourism models,
yet governance structures remained centralised.

e 2016 National Heritage Conservation Action Plan — Recognized PCA but lacked stable
resource allocation mechanisms.

e 2021 Land Management and Heritage Protection legal framework - Enabled com-
munity cooperatives to apply for long-term land leases, expanding PCA
implementation.

These policy shifts demonstrate that PCA adaptation is not merely a legislative change but
an ongoing negotiation between governance execution, local power structures, and
institutional incentives. Archival research is essential for tracing these factors, providing
a historical foundation for refining future PCA policies.

Structural Barriers to PCA Institutionalization
Three major institutional barriers hinder PCA implementation:

¢ Inter-agency Coordination Gaps — Weak collaboration between municipal govern-
ments, heritage agencies, and environmental planners stalled initiatives.

¢ Unequal Resource Distribution — PCA projects heavily rely on external funding,
making them vulnerable when funding cycles end.

e Stakeholder Conflicts and Power Dynamics — Municipal governments prioritise com-
mercial tourism, while community groups focus on cultural preservation.
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These findings reinforce that PCA's effectiveness depends not just on legal recognition
but also on governance mechanisms that support long-term community empowerment.
Figure 11 illustrates how planning historians’ roles evolved alongside shifts in policy
structures and governance frameworks over time.

By mapping these interactions, this study argues that PCA’s long-term viability
depends on its integration into existing governance structures, ensuring that community-
driven initiatives become institutionalised heritage management frameworks rather than
isolated projects.

Systems Thinking and PCA’s Cross-Disciplinary Nature

To address Phrae’s challenges, this study advocates for a systems-thinking approach that
integrates ecological, social, cultural, and economic dimensions into heritage governance.
This aligns with Carola Hein’s argument that heritage should be understood as a dynamic,
living process rather than a static relic.%®

For instance, research on Phrae’s historical water management system provides valu-
able insights into urban resilience strategies. Planning historians documented how histor-
ical flood control mechanisms shaped spatial configurations and community interactions,
yet these insights were not fully incorporated into modern urban planning policies due to
governance silos.

Figure 12 presents a system oriented PCA framework, positioning planning historians
as facilitators of interdisciplinary collaboration, ensuring heritage governance aligns with
broader urban sustainability goals. By adopting systems thinking, planning historians can:

e Embed historical land-use knowledge into contemporary urban policies.

¢ Facilitate cross-sectoral collaboration, linking heritage conservation with environ-
mental sustainability.

* Develop historically informed strategies to address contemporary urban challenges.

5 2 g National Heritage Land Management and
Policy milestones Herlt:ge [’)?e;entrahzar Conmynlt)';—l?gsed Conservation Action Heritage Protection
fon;etonmy OUHST olley. Plan legal framework
4 . [

Deceniralizationidid Revenue from No dedicated Complex approval
Created barriers not translate into PCA-driven tourism funding for processes slowed
for PCA jaeal decisionziaks was controlled by the community-driven PCA project

ing authorit government, limiting PCA projects implementation

9 Y direct community
benefits
Strengthened PCA ICCROM pilot Promotes the Incorporates local Enables community-led
implementation project launched designation of the | | community collaboration heritage projects.
Old Town of Thailand

2000 2005 2012 2016 2021

Time Progression Phase 1 (2001-2005) Phase 2 (2006-2011) Phase 3 (2012-2015) Phase 4 (2016-2023)
Historical Research
Roles of Planning
Historians Interest Coordination
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Figure 11. The role of planning historians in Phrae’s PCA implementation and policy interaction (self-
drawn by the author).
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Policy Implications and Strategic Recommendations

To strengthen PCA-driven heritage governance, it is essential to establish robust local
policy frameworks that institutionalise participatory approaches. One key recommenda-
tion is to formalise community participation in municipal heritage planning through legal
mechanisms, ensuring that local voices are not only consulted but also integrated into
decision-making processes. Additionally, securing sustainable funding models is critical to
supporting PCA initiatives beyond short-term, project-based interventions. Long-term
financial commitments from local governments, heritage organisations, and public-
private partnerships can provide the necessary stability for participatory heritage
management.

Equally important is the role of planning historians in policymaking, as their expertise
in urban development history and conservation theory can bridge the gap between
heritage governance and planning practice. Strengthening cross-disciplinary collabora-
tion between planning historians, policymakers, and heritage practitioners can lead to
more informed, context-sensitive policies that align historical preservation with urban
development goals. Furthermore, recognising planning historians as formal policy advi-
sors within heritage governance structures can enhance the strategic planning of con-
servation projects, ensuring that policy decisions are grounded in historical and spatial
analysis.

Finally, expanding community-based policy experimentation can provide valuable
empirical insights into the effectiveness of different PCA governance models.
Implementing pilot projects in diverse urban contexts allows policymakers to assess
the feasibility of participatory frameworks before scaling them up. Additionally, the
development of adaptive heritage management policies can help tailor PCA imple-
mentation to specific local governance structures, addressing the varying challenges of
heritage conservation in different socio-political environments. By integrating these
strategies, PCA can evolve into a more resilient, inclusive, and sustainable model for
heritage governance.
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Conclusion: Toward an Integrated Model of PCA and Planning History

This study has demonstrated that planning historians play a critical role in integrating PCA
into heritage governance, yet their impact is contingent on institutional adaptability and
policy support. By bridging historical research, participatory governance, and policy
adaptation, planning historians facilitate a more inclusive and sustainable approach to
urban heritage management.

The key findings indicate:

PCA’s long-term success requires policy integration, ensuring community-driven
conservation efforts are institutionalised rather than temporary.

Systems thinking enhances PCA’s interdisciplinary application, linking heritage con-
servation with contemporary urban challenges.

Planning historians must transition from passive researchers to active policy media-
tors, embedding historical insights into urban sustainability strategies.

By synthesising these insights into an integrated framework connecting PCA, planning
history, and policy adaptation, this study provides a roadmap for more resilient, commu-
nity-driven heritage governance models.

Future research should focus on:

Comparative PCA implementation in different national contexts (e.g. China, Japan,
Europe) to analyse governance adaptations.

Long-term impacts of PCA-driven heritage policies on urban resilience, economic
sustainability, and community engagement.

Governance structures that formalise planning historians’ roles, ensuring systematic
integration into policymaking.
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