
44 45

INNoceNt APARtHeID: 
ExCLUSIONARY HERITAGE PROTECTION

Above: the Istvántelek water tower (unknown photographist)
below: Budapest, the buildings of the late Globus Factory (photo: Vastalicska – Iron Barrow)

Above: Törökszentmiklós, brick factory
below: kőbánya, brewery
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(Editorial Preface)

Industrial heritage 
is not quite aristocratic, 
and therefore inferior 

Piroska Váci, pioneer of Hungarian herit-
age protection, in her following general 
survey emphasizes: we must under-
stand the essential difference between 
the concepts of the “listed monument” 
and that of the “industrial heritage”. Ideas 
triggered by and connected to the of-
ficial definitions provide the opportu-

nity to indicate that the present cata-
strophic condition of heritage protection 
might be due to the traditional concept 
of heritage protection as well.

No doubt, a listed monument is an 
object which—appraised according to 
its aesthetic and art historical interest 
and appeal—is declared to be protected 
by law. An industrial monument can also 
gain the qualification of a listed monu-
ment only if it meets the requirements 
of such standards. Before that, however 
great it is, it can easily be destroyed.  

Communities within a society can only 
communicate by means of living tradi-
tion, customs and shared characteristic 
features passed on from one generation 
to the next. keeping these cultural fea-
tures alive can hardly be accomplished 
by monument or local protection. Ob-
ject conservation turns its object into an 
open air museum basically, a circus-like 
piece even, so the process of creation 
embedded in the world of ideas be-
comes a unique, unrepeatable event, 
degrading successors into observers. 
The effort to preserve the different types 
of monument or local cultural heritage 
(built space, art works, historical artefacts, 
archaeological records, intangible cul-
tural heritage) is doomed to failure just 
as monument protection is in its subfield. 
When cultural heritage is not part of a 

society’s everyday life, its safety screen 
loosens, especially with the arrival of new 
communities. Failed Western European 
attempts of heritage protection might 
serve as good examples: successful as it 
is, not even cultural tourism can put this 
failure out of sight. Globalized patterns 
of consumption and lifestyle do not re-
turn to the local model again. This could 
happen only if communities still carrying 
on the original traditions would make 
others to re-establish them as well. 

Multitudes of foreigners crowding in 
will protect industrial cultural heritage—
if such thing will still exist—as Romans 
protected the Greek cultural values, in-
cluding the effectiveness of technolo-
gies generated by large-scale industry. 
Functioning objects and buildings are 
the visible-tangible representations of a 
productive culture. They are our intel-
lectual offspring so to say, to which we 
are obviously tied with certain nostalgic 
bonds. But there is more to that. They 
are specific maps our intellectual work 
and so they are hardly detectable by 
computer animations.

Masses of such “messenger objects” are 
demolished because the society which 
created can no longer dispose over 
them. There should have the strength in 
our communities to let outdated tech-
nologies function until their condition 
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On the opposite side: Budapest Újpest, 
water tower (Országépítő, archive)

below: kispest, stove factory 
(photo: Vastalicska)
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painful is when the one who is intended 
to protect—the architect itself for exam-
ple—gives the best tips of destruction. 

The objects of industrial cultural herit-
age, illustrative pillars of a productive 
culture and its   intangible heritage are 
deformed or disappearing. Societies 
dazed into knowledge economies set 
the production and transmission of es-
sentials to distant parts of the world. The 
role of visuality becomes more impor-
tant whereas other means of perception, 
especially the awareness of living as 
social, biological, co-operative beings, is 
impoverished. Agelong traditions, ges-
tures and greeting customs in small 
settlements, for example, do not have 
space to function properly any more.    

The UNESCO in 2003 indorsed an 
agreement on the preservation of intan-
gible cultural heritage. The agreement 

allows. Similarly to the youth of big cities 
who still keep their spiritual and cultural 
heritage alive in their folk dance activity. 
Of course, it cannot be carried on for-
ever. But we must be aware that murder, 
shortening life does not only take the life 
of the victim, it also means harm to its 
wider environment. In addition, destroy-
ing industrial cultural heritage and the 
right to do that practically legalized by 
its media representation, makes this 
meaningless, untimely destruction an 
inevitable fact of life. 

Where can rehabilitation attempts to 
keep devastated industrial areas alive 
find supportive co-operators still acting 
as a community? Even if nowhere, the 

elite is there at least to “ennoble” func-
tion-generated forms and to attribute 
artistic values to them, as it managed to 
orchestrate folk songs, which had been 
collected around 1900, to full-size or-
chestra. In the name of public art pro-
grammes, devastated industrial areas as 
stylized cultural spaces give the oppor-
tunity to different social classes to be 
involved in the process of shaping cul-
ture, to react to their local environment.  

Buildings transformed into tourism 
products must take consumer needs 
into account; they must be accessible, 
the timbering must get fireproof surface 
treatment, and, besides treating the 
corroded parts, the series production of 

industrial antiques can already start in 
Romanian subsidiaries. 

A visitor of ruined industrial complexes, 
who sees the devastation of fixtures and 
knows that nothing can keep specula-
tors away, might choose to turn away. It 
is not so elegant to watch destruction 
after all—there is even some perversity 
to it. And let us warn those, who urge 
thorough inventory, comprehensive 
listing of buildings neglected and forgot-
ten: the danger is likely that we give 
further tips for more effective means of 
destruction precisely to the speculators. 
We could see that initiating protective 
arrangements of any kind triggers fever-
ish desire to demolish. But the most 

was ratified by the National Assembly of 
Hungary as the Act No. xxxVIII of 2006. 
In the name of the agreement, construct-
ing the national structure of heritage 
protection could get started. First, it in-
tended to collect and register those in-
tangible heritage elements of commu-
nities, groups or individuals, which are 
recognized and performed as vital parts 
of cultural memory and knowledge. It 
appealed to communities, groups and 
individuals devoted to Hungarian cul-
ture to evoke their living or recallable 
heritage, agelong traditions, character-
istic forms of expressions and general 
knowledge. Then they were asked to 
re commend items which should be 
listed among the elements of the na-
tional inventory. The Ministry of Educa-
tion and Culture indorses the preserva-
tion of the listed elements and, out of 

these items, it will select the recommend-
ed ones to be included in the repre-
sentative list of the intangible cultural 
heritage of humanity.     

Pick and choose—the way people 
collected folk motifs and songs at the 
turn of the previous century, admittedly 
for artistic recreation and ennobling folk 
values—now we give all back in a dis-
torted form to the colonised, all, which 
was rightfully theirs. In the form of folk 
songs adapted to concert halls with full-
size orchestra and folk motifs ornament-
ing the façade of banks and insurance 
companies…     
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