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Forewords

Ana Pereira
Roders

Delft University of
Technology

Dossier Petrovaradin Within the Global HUL
Debates

Since the adoption of the UNESCO Recommendation on Historic Urban
Landscapes (HUL) in 2011, the HUL approach has become not just written
guidelines on how better to integrate heritage management and urban planning,
but a community of practice exploring in various contexts such common
ambition. This is also reflected by the wide variety of case studies published this
year in a book edited by myself and Francesco Bandarin on the HUL approach in
action. Eight years after the recommendations were adopted by the UNESCO
member states, many local authorities have taken them up as a much-valued
approach, as well as a platform for collaboration and mutual learning for a whole
community of professionals. This community of practice has been joining
professionals from all over the world, in local and national governments, as well as
NGOs involved in urban and heritage governance. Peer-to-peer learning is
considered very valuable, as our colleagues from Edinburgh, Novi Sad, and
elsewhere also highlight in this publication. The experimentation on what it means
to apply the HUL approach in various contexts across the world and the
subsequent sharing of these experiences have been a driving force for the
articulation and improvement of such an approach.

Dossier Petrovaradin is the perfect example of what happens when bright and
diverse minds from all over the world gather together to reform the management
of one complex heritage property. A wealth of experiences and crossovers, shared
by people from so many different backgrounds, knowledge, localities, and
experiences brings new insights, shared learning, and also a lot of fun! Participants
got to learn about the cultural and political contexts of a new location, while
bringing their own experiences to the table, creating a space for debate among
architects, planners, archaeologists, designers, writers, community managers,
museum curators, and so many other disciplines. This is exactly what the HUL
approach aims to promote, in order to develop a transparent, holistic, integrated,
and multidisciplinary approach to heritage management - not looking at a
heritage site in isolation, but as part of the wider city and all its debates.

As Dossier Petrovaradin shows, the HUL approach defines heritage management
as the thoughtful and sustainable management of change. Heritage is seen as a
resource that can be used as a driver for building sustainable urban areas. The
implementation of this way of thinking is not of course done overnight and might
not please everyone. It needs long-term dedication to transparency, inclusivity, and
collaboration between sectors and disciplines. The research, the work during the
Summer Academy, and the input by various practitioners over the past years that
come together in this publication are a real reflection of the complexity and value
of such reform.

In supporting this project, the City of Novi Sad has joined the community of other
cities across the globe, which are dedicated to sustainable development and
respectful of heritage and the environment. Hopefully, the dialogue between the
City of Novi Sad and the community of practice implementing the HUL approach
will continue and keep facilitating the needed reforms in heritage management for
Petrovaradin Fortress, and beyond, into other areas of the city.



Case Petrovaradin and the European Year of
Cultural Heritage

The European Year of Cultural Heritage 2018 (EYCH) has been an outstanding
occasion to share knowledge, experiences, and passion for heritage across Europe
and beyond. It was a year that placed heritage at the centre of many social, political,
educational, and cultural processes. The “Case Petrovaradin” project is yet another
outcome of that great year. Its aim was to strengthen the capacity of cultural heritage
actors and stimulate peer-learning and exchanges of good practices at a global level.
But it achieved even more on the local level. It gathered a great number of cultural
heritage experts, researchers, promoters, and many organisations and partners and
invited them to rethink one important heritage site.

While promoting an integrated, holistic, and transversal approach to cultural heritage,
“Case Petrovaradin” brought together participants from over 25 nationalities and
many more professional backgrounds, disciplines, insights, and experiences. They
have all joined their expertise, and such an intellectual force is precisely what
Petrovaradin Fortress deserves. As a multilayered, multifaceted and multicultural
historic marvel, it is a site where history meets contemporary arts and military
tradition meets civic activism - a site that has so much to offer to its residents, the
“Novisaders”, and to the rising number of visitors. As such, the Fortress reflects the
true spirit of Europe’s heritage: diverse, open, and inspiring.

However, Petrovaradin Fortress is also experiencing destruction, exclusion, weak
maintenance and inadequate governance. This is precisely why the “Case
Petrovaradin” project was so necessary and why it is a great pleasure to read this
Dossier and a great pride to recommend it to a large audience across Europe and
beyond. It is packed with competent analyses and findings, and, equally important,
with clever and creative suggestions, ideas, and solutions to the problems faced.

Many of these proposals for a more sustainable future for Petrovaradin Fortress are
aligned with two very important documents produced during the EYCH: the
Barcelona Declaration “Better Places to Live, Better Places to Visit” and the Berlin Call
to Action “Cultural Heritage for the Future of Europe”. The underlying idea of them all
is that the proper governance of a heritage site must involve an understanding of and
engagement with its wider social, economic, environmental, and educational
contexts. We hope that this paradigm shift will soon be embraced by decision-makers,
politicians, experts, and civil society actors across Europe and beyond.

We believe that this Dossier, with all that it brings, will be read and consulted by local,
regional, national, and European policymakers alike. They all can, while adopting a
responsible and open governance model, transform Petrovaradin Fortress into a
source of pride and joy both for locals and for visitors. We also believe that this
publication will introduce the Fortress to wider international professional circles and
inspire them to further explore it. Finally, we hope that this publication will inspire
many similar endeavours - where people from many backgrounds join forces to
ensure the proper safeguarding of historic urban landscapes and to make them both
vibrant and liveable.
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Secretary General
Europa Nostra

Irina Suboti¢

Vice-president
Europa Nostra
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CEO
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Case Petrovaradin Within Novi Sad - the
European Capital of Culture 2021

Novi Sad won the European Capital of Culture title with the vision that the title year
of 2021 is ‘The beginning of new. Now’ As the Foundation in charge of delivering
that vision, across the city we are encouraging and supporting people, processes,
places and programmes which aim to activate and inspire positive change in the
city and improve daily lives of the people of Novi Sad.

In this journey, our cultural heritage plays a very important role. People of Novi Sad
are well known for the pride they have of their city. However, being proud is not
enough. We need dedication, effort, good management, education and
collaboration in order to safeguard our cultural heritage and be able to enjoy it with
the future generations. This is why we have been keen to support the Case
Petrovaradin project which brought innovative and bold solutions for dealing with
old and persistent problems, while at the same time promoting collaboration and
cultural heritage of our city.

Moreover, this publication is all the more important because it gathered people
from all walks of life and corners of the world who put their knowledge and
experience into service of creating legacy process, i.e. the management model for
the entire landscape of the Petrovaradin Fortress. Having gone through many
months of setting up our organization as a first public foundation in culture in
Serbia with flexible and dynamic organisational functioning, we know how hard
and important it is to bring innovation in public administration and management
in our region. This is why we are pleased to see in this book and elsewhere that
such legal framework is increasingly perceived by many stakeholders across culture
and art as a viable solution for both supporting contemporary creativity and
safeguarding heritage. We hope to see such model of public foundations
functioning not only in Novi Sad in the case of Petrovaradin, but also across Serbia
and our region for numerous other places and areas of creativity and arts.

Recent transformations of the Lower town of the Petrovaradin Fortress are indeed a
good case to learn from and replicate. In accordance with our 4P model (people,
processes, places, programmes), we see that more and more people and
organisations are gathering, new processes are being designed, houses and
buildings in the Baroque town are being restored, and new, authentic artistic and
cultural programmes are happening more and more often. As Foundation 2021 we
are proud to see and encourage those important changes.

The grandeur and size of the Petrovaradin Fortress justify 88 years spent to build
the ‘Gibraltar on the Danube’ At the same time, nothing can justify us and the fact
that in 239 years, since it has been finished, we did very little to preserve it.
However, in the case of our Fortress we are guided by hope that ‘a journey of a
thousand miles begins with a single step. We believe that Dossier Petrovaradin is
one of many first steps we are making together.
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Introduction: Petrovaradin
Fortress Meets HUL

Visnja Kisié
Europa Nostra Serbia, Belgrade, Serbia

Goran Tomka

Faculty of sport and tourism, Educons University, Novi Sad, Serbia

After Petrovaradin Fortress was demilitarised in 1951,
artists, explorers, planners, and enthusiasts started
wondering about. It must have been a fabulous moment.
Following centuries of military and penitentiary use, one
could finally dream about its civil use. Should it be a huge
open-air museum, or an outdoor art academy? Maybe a
park? How about a theme park with a zoo and a large
aquarium? Ideas were spouting, but in the end, a rather
modest set of interventions took place. During the Fifties
and the Sixties, the Upper Fortress was turned into an open-
air public space dotted with dozens of art studios, an art
academy, a restaurant, and a hotel.

However, after the first wave of enthusiasm, policymakers
and planners lost their interest and the Fortress went back
to its quiet life. In 1961 a local newspaper wrote that “the
city carelessly turns its head away” from the Fortress. More
than 20 years later, in 1987, another headline about the
fortress reads: “Fortress is exposed to the ravages of time”.
The 2000s brought a new enthusiasm, much inspired by
the use of the Fortress for a large-scale international music
festival: EXIT. Everyone expected that thousands of foreign
tourists would mean that there was a serious interest in the
Fortress, as well as a new rationale for the much-needed
investments. At that time, the city envisaged a cable car, a
new tunnel under the Fortress, a new hotel, a conference
hall, and the UNESCO World Heritage nomination. Again,
years passed, and the required systemic care never
happened. Instead, many users of the fortress - ranging
from artists, over residents, to restaurant owners - in a way
privatised public spaces which they were using through
various covert arrangements. In 2015, a new crack at the
Fortress was spotted and journalists looking for a story leapt
at the opportunity: “Petrovaradin Fortress is Falling Apart!”
read the title of a story on the big national news portal Blic.

Today in 2019 one can clearly experience a new wave of
interest. As an upcoming European Capital of Culture, the
city of Novi Sad and the national government have invested
an unprecedented amount of money for the restoration of
the Lower Fortress; the mayor has formed a special council
on the Fortress; the municipal Institute for the Protection of
Cultural Monuments initiated the drafting of a
management plan; and a new wave of tourists, this time
from China, roams the Fortress once again. Will this wave
last? Will it bring sustained change?

Looking at the history of the Fortress, one would not be
mistaken to conclude that the Fortress attracts a somewhat
contradictory range of grandiose ambitions and visions,
together with a serious lack of proper maintenance and
slow but steady privatisation of its spaces. Hence, no one
would be surprised to see this wave fading into a new set of
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secret arrangements that will protect the status quo for
another decade or two. Ultimately, such an outcome would
only serve to confirm an age-old local myth that the Fortress
is simply too big for the city to manage it properly.

No matter what the future brings, this is a very good
moment to be present at the site and look for meanings and
developments. Petrovaradin Fortress is a testing ground for
so many issues. It is a place of social struggles, where elite,
private users are occupying public space and limiting
public use. It is a place where historical narratives are
discovered, intertwined and silenced. It is a political
microcosm in which various concepts of governing with all
its weaknesses and strengths. It is an urbanistic challenge
of how to organize multiple uses and users and their
interactions. Finally, it is a place of cultural encounter,
where visitors from far and near arrive with their
expectations and meet the curious eyes of casual locals.
Project Case Petrovaradin and this book are attempts to be
present, observe, and intervene at this extraordinary
geographically, culturally, socially, and politically important
site.

The Petrovaradin Fortress

Petrovaradin Fortress is positioned on a high solid rock
overlooking the city of Novi Sad and the Danube River
which curves around it. Humans have inhabited this space
since Neolithic times and have built fortified structures in
six different historic periods. Most of these traces are
invisible today, and Petrovaradin Fortress is a synonym for
the visible fortified structures and urban architecture which
are the result of 18th-century military and civic planning
efforts undertaken within the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy.
However, Petrovaradin Fortress is much more than the
visible fortified structures and nice baroque architecture in
the Lower Town. It is a multi-layered field of more- or less-
desired historical traces, a residential and social housing
area, a recreational and cultural playground, a place to do
business, a military space, a place of commute and transit,
and a home to thousands of plants and animals.

The Fortress is characterised by multiculturality and is
moulded by a mix of religious, civic, artistic, governmental,
military and business actors and their social relations.
Diverse desires, interests, and dreams shape the Fortress,
many of which are in conflict with the strict regimes of
protection and conservation of built heritage and their
reliance on institutional and professional authority. This
complex network of actors and the lives they create are
often challenging and evading efforts to safeguard
Petrovaradin Fortress as primarily a cultural heritage site.



Even after a very brief encounter with the Fortress, it
becomes all too clear that this unique place lacks
responsible management, continuous maintenance,
structured investment in restoration, efficient use of
recreational areas, open and accessible cultural and artistic
contents, and well managed and promoted tourism
services. It is remarkable that despite all of these
managerial and developmental deficiencies, the Fortress is
still central to the everyday life of the city. It is a popular
recreational area, a prominent promenade and sunset-
watching streak, a most photographed location in the city, a
trendy dining and night-life spot, an indispensable tourist
destination, a preferred festival ground, and most of all, the
most beloved and prided historic site for Novisaders. So,
imagine how much benefit there would be for the city if
some of the burning issues were properly addressed.

Case Petrovaradin: the project

During the Case Petrovaradin project, we took this
outstanding, long-neglected historic urban landscape as an
inspiring example of the intersection of complex issues of
heritage protection and socioeconomic development; as a
learning ground for numerous professionals; and as a
platform for discussing the future of historic urban
landscapes across the world. Locally, Case Petrovaradin was
a call to better understand the complexity of Petrovaradin
Fortress, rethink its current management and use, and
reimagine its future development.

As such, the Case Petrovaradin project revolved around a
dialogue between the Historic Urban Landscape approach
(HUL) and the current state of affairs of Petrovaradin
Fortress as a heritage site. Looking at such a place through
the lens of HUL was a way to reflect on its oft-forgotten
aspects and wider possibilities, and a way to invite a much
larger and diverse group of people into the discussions on
the future of this place. HUL was referenced throughout the
project as a way to integrate heritage into wider social,
economic, and political developments, as well as to
integrate contemporary needs into heritage management
planning.

The project started with the ‘Investigations’ part, in which
four research projects were commissioned that aimed to
improve the understanding of four areas of relation
between the historic site of Petrovaradin Fortress and the
humans that shape it today. The first research project dealt
with regimes, practices, and perceptions of the spatial uses
of the historic urban landscape in order to answer the
question, “how do humans use the spaces of Petrovaradin
Fortress today?” The second research project dealt with
regimes, practices, and perceptions of the interpretation of
the historic urban landscape, asking, “Which stories about
the Fortress do diverse actors narrate and why?” The third
research project revealed regimes, practices, and
perceptions of tourism, while the fourth dealt with how
diverse actors participate in making decisions and taking
actions related to the management of the Fortress.

Research activities were followed by the ‘Explorations’ part
of the project - an International Summer Academy on the
Management of Historic Urban Landscapes, which involved
local heritage professionals, urban planners, researchers,
and cultural actors, totalling more than 50 practitioners and
researchers from 26 countries, five continents and diverse
disciplines. From August 6-13, 2018, the participants all
shared the space of Petrovaradin Fortress, explored it,
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worked together, shared knowledge and experiences, and
imagined possible scenarios for the future of this area,
which were developed into the texts in Folder 3 of this
Dossier. These activities were followed by Public Hearings -
public events that also included the media - through which
the local public gained insights into the topics dealt with
during the project. The final learning event, the Policy
Meeting, was held in December 2018, involving urban
planners, policy-makers, and conservators from diverse
municipalities in Serbia, introducing the historic urban
landscape approach and discussing its potential application
in cities across Serbia.

Dossier Petrovaradin

Dossier Petrovaradin reflects the logic of the project and
brings together key concepts, new research, ideas for
interventions, and recommendations created throughout
the project. In tracing the ideas, discussions, and knowledge
gained throughout Case Petrovaradin, the Dossier traces the
principles of sharing, cooperation and interdisciplinarity
that have been embedded in each activity of the project.
Over forty authors, many of whom did not know each other
before coming to Petrovaradin, created a mosaic of
approaches, findings, ideas, and imaginings which all
attempt to portray as fairly as possible the astonishing
complexity of Petrovaradin Fortress. Their contributions are
presented in four Folders, beginning with conceptual
discussions, followed by field research, then ideas and
interventions, and ending with policy recommendations.

Folder #0: Introductions paves way for understanding the
encounter between Petrovaradin Fortress as a specific
historic urban landscape and HUL as an approach to
heritage management. In this text we point out to specific
ways in which this encounter has taken place through Case
Petrovaradin project, while Loes Veldpaus highlights the
ways in which HUL broadens the understanding, agency
and approaches related to historic environments, setting
the conceptual ground for understanding the following
folders.

Folder #1: Experiences brings insights on what it actually
means to be safeguarding and managing a historic urban
landscape, in Edinburgh, UK and in Novi Sad, Serbia. The
section features two interviews with four heritage
professionals from these two cities. In the first interview,
Adam Wilkinson and Krzysztof Jan Chukra reflect on how
they, through the work of Edinburgh World Heritage Trust,
understand, apply, and amend HUL to suit the needs of
their everyday struggles and which lessons they have
learned in their years of balancing different and often
opposing forces within the city. Their discourse is very
much centred on heritage management, while HUL appears
as an almost natural approach for the UK context and
practices of EWH. Going back to Serbia, in an interview
with a duo from the Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments of the City of Novi Sad, Slobodanka Babi¢ and
Katarina Maksimov unveil behind-the-scenes stories and
experiences of their work as architect-conservators devoted
to the protection of Petrovaradin Fortress. Their discourse,
unlike that from Edinburgh, is focused on heritage
protection, coloured by numerous frustrations of working in
a post-socialist environment, where attempts towards a
more holistic approach to heritage management go against
the grain of current policies and normalised heritage
practices. Their accounts highlight the difficulties of
“managing change” in historic urban landscapes, in a



context where continuity, stability and control are desired,
but lacking.

Folder #2: Findings focuses on four field studies
implemented during the project, each of which reflected
official regimes, informal practices, and the perceptions of
diverse actors in relation to spaces, meanings, stories,
tourism, and management of Petrovaradin Fortress today.
Architects Katarina Daj¢ and Miljena Vuckovi¢ from the
local non-governmental organization (NGO) Scenatoria
shed light on the uses and users of spaces. Their research
highlights a striking discrepancy between the official
regimes of spatial uses and actual practices of
appropriating, privatising and neglecting the spaces by
diverse actors. Sociologists Ana Pajvanci¢-Cizelj, DuSan
Risti¢, and DuSan Marinkovi¢ unpack the dominant and
subaltern interpretations of the multifaceted heritage of
Petrovaradin Fortress, pointing out to how inertia of official
heritage interpretation regime cements the Fortress into the
Austro-Hungarian military historic discourse, silencing the
richness of social, historical, artistic, archaeological and
other narratives. Tourismologist Lana Gunji¢ and
archaeologist Ivana Samardzi¢ take us through the current
state of tourism development within the Fortress,
characterised by a mosaic of individual initiatives,
unfulfilled dreams and unused potentials, as well alliances
and oppositions among tourism actors. Archaeologist and
heritage expert Katarina Zivanovi¢ and art historian
Daliborka Nikoli¢ help us understand both the formal
management structures and informal management
practices that shape the Fortress and provide insights into
the interests and visions of diverse stakeholders. In their
article, it becomes visible that instead of a community of
stakeholders, we can talk about the networks of actors
which live parallel realities, without willingness to meet,
discuss and cooperate. Key dividing line is not between the
governmental and the non-governmental actors, but runs
along issues of education, class, taste and economic
interests.

Folder #3: Interventions brings together ideas for
interventions at the Fortress that were sketched out during
the Summer Academy in Petrovaradin. Over the course of
one week, participants worked on formulating proposals for
improving the management, interpretation, and usage of
the wider area of Petrovaradin Fortress and town. With
further research, their ideas were later developed into the
following contributions.

The first three interventions in this Folder connect spatial
planning with the socio-cultural character of Petrovaradin
Fortress, discussing how the uses of spaces could develop
while safeguarding the unique spatial attributes, ambience,
and environment of the Fortress. First, urban planner and
architect Alba Zamarbide and archaeologist Nicolas Zorzin
look at the spatial and socio-cultural relations between
Petrovaradin Fortress and the City of Novi Sad, highlighting
the specific characters of different areas of the Fortress and
the City: recreational/green, touristic, artistic, and
residential/communal. They spatially locate these four
dominant ways of using the Fortress along four interlinking
spatial axes and discuss their development possibilities for
Petrovaradin Fortress. Second, urban planner Goran Erfani
and architect-conservators Maja Kamenar and Merve
Caliskan envisage how some of the unused spaces of
Petrovaradin Fortress could become community places for
leisure, conversation, and encounter. Third, architect-
conservators Aida Murti¢, Dessislava Kovacheva, and
Andreja Mugosa focus on the future of the charming Lower
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Town (Gradi¢) and imagine how this unique area and its
quality of urban public spaces could be nurtured while
responding to growing commercial, civic, and tourism
interests.

When the Fortress was demilitarised, many spaces were
turned into art ateliers, and since the early 2000s, several
music festivals have been taking place in the Fortress. The
next three contributions focus on the fortress as artistic
space and festival ground, discussing potentials,
disadvantages, and responsibilities connected to such use.
Tourismologist Eving Dogan and heritage and events expert
Oona Simolin also dwell on the idea of an artistic fortress,
focusing on how performing arts and events can transform
the neglected parts of the Fortress into inspiring places for
visitors and locals alike. Urban heritage expert Elise Kleitz,
art historian Gordana Gaji¢, and architect Ana Catarina
Fontes discuss the uniqueness and potentials of the artistic
spaces and art studios in Petrovaradin Fortress, suggesting
what it would take to make Petrovaradin a vibrant artistic
space again. Finally, there is a brief contribution by Nicolas
Zorzin, who critically evaluates the largest event taking
place at the Fortress - the summer music festival EXIT. He
counterposes the concepts of ‘heritage stewardship’ and
‘heritage resource management’ and posits that the festival
is an example of using the Fortress as a resource, which is
transferred as such every year to a private company (the
festival organizer). At the same time, he is calling for a
different type of care for the place and proposes possible
solutions in which the festival could give back more to the
site.

The next three contributions deal with how we make sense
of vast fortified spaces, hidden historic layers, and silenced
social groups. Unlike the suggestions to bring more content
and activities to the Fortress, architects Pieter-Jan Debuyst
and Donika Georgieva and culturologist and religious
heritage scholar Luca Baraldi felt amazed by Petrovaradin’s
immense and vacant fortified spaces. They explore the
notion of being lost through both the feeling of being lost in
the Fortress and the ways that many spaces in the Fortress
are lost from the imagination of citizens and tourists. In
their interventions, they imagine how one could emphasise
these qualities and subtly interpret the vastness and
mysteries of those spaces. Not only are the spaces of the
Fortress lost in the imagination of today’s visitors, but
numerous historical layers and actors are lost in the
dominant masculine military narrative of the Fortress.
Heritage and memory scholar Mahrukh Munir, historian
and public policy analyst Ekta Chauhan, and architect-
conservator Aster Speckens highlight the “silenced others”
of the Fortress - women, children, workers, Ottomans - and
the importance of making their presence visible. Speaking
of lost times, Zorzin and Zamarbide explore how
archaeological research and findings could be presented
and interpreted through various methods. However, they
are not advocating the usual archaeological tourism that
turns lost heritage into profit. Rather, they promote the idea
of a community-based archaeology project in which
citizens could take various roles (even including the
excavation itself), which would afford them new ways of
learning, spending time with others, and understanding the
city.

The final set of three contributions deals with potential
management models for Petrovaradin Fortress. First,
heritage management scholar Anna Dontcova and tourism
and heritage professional Sara Zanini discuss how the
model of Business Improvement District could work,



reflecting its strengths and weaknesses. Architect-
conservator Ivana Cvetkovi¢, sociologist Sofia Koukoura,
urban planner and world heritage scholar Alula Tesfay
Astha and tourismologist Pim-on Kaewdang focus on a
participatory management model for Petrovaradin Fortress,
highlighting the importance of consulting and involving
numerous stakeholders when managing historic urban
landscapes. Urban planner Ksenija Krsmanovi¢,
environmental historian Simon Parkin, and heritage expert
Kara Roopsingh propose and discuss a third possibility for
the management of sites like Petrovaradin Fortress, the
model of a heritage trust which is focused on collaboration
and cross-sectorial cooperation. Inspired by heritage trusts
in the UK and Trinidad and Tobago, they look at ways such
an institution can become self-sufficient in the long term.

Folder #4: Recommendations is a summary of key research
findings and recommendations gathered from the field
research, ideas for interventions, and discussions held
during the project. These recommendations are primarily
aimed at local decision-makers and actors and will serve to
guide and influence future decisions on the future of
Petrovaradin Fortress. At the same time, even if rooted in
the needs and context of a particular location, these
recommendations can serve as inspiration for all those
trying to envisage more democratic, inclusive and
sustainable way of managing historic urban landscapes
elsewhere.

What are our hopes with this
book?

We see the Dossier as a meaningful and needed
contribution to several ongoing debates and processes.
Firstly, it contributes to understanding the burning issues
related to the Petrovaradin Fortress and paves directions for
its future management, including concrete methods and
steps forward in urban planning, heritage protection,
tourism development and interpretation. As such, it
informs and can guide future decisions and actions related
to Petrovaradin Fortress, serving as a basis for national and
local decision makers, public institutions, citizens, activists
and businesses.

Apart from dealing with Petrovaradin Fortress as a
particular site, Dossier Petrovaradin is an example of
engagement with HUL in a way that is grounded, dedicated
and critical. We hope that this conversation with HUL in a
specific location can inspire city officials, institutions, civil
society actors, and professionals and scholars of diverse
disciplines to contextualise and experiment with HUL in
their context, in other cities in Serbia, Southeast Europe,
and across the globe.

The Dossier is a place where local findings and insights
meet the curious, critical, and imaginative eyes of
professionals from all over the world. All have brought their
own norms, assumptions, and expectations and made an
effort to understand a different perspective. This is why for
all those interested in specific issues of heritage
conservation, management, valorisation, and interpretation
this book offers plenty of inspiring vignettes for thinking
and intervening in heritage, being both sensitive to the local
context and open to international experiences, perspectives,
and knowledge.

Finally, as a publication in English about Petrovaradin
Fortress, the Dossier fills the void of literature that goes
beyond historical or touristic writings about this site. As
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such, we are hopeful that this publication can introduce
Petrovaradin Fortress to a wider international community of
professionals and scholars interested in heritage-related
issues, and trigger future research into the rich history and
contemporary issues of this site.



The Historic Urban
Landscape Approach

Applied

Loes Veldpaus
Newcastle University, Newcaste, United Kingdom

One could argue that taking care of old buildings is an
informal definition for conservation. In heritage studies this
has been critiqued, not so much for the act of ‘taking care’
in itself, but for its focus on “'old, grand, monumental and
aesthetically pleasing sites, buildings, places and
artefacts” (Smith, 2006, p. 11) and, through this Authorised
Heritage Discourse, its mobilisation of a very specific,
reductive version of the past. These critiques have redefined
how heritage gets defined. It is now more commonly seen
as a process and a future making practice, rather than (just)
a material asset. It is seen as performative, as a way of
(re)enacting and mobilising some past(s) in the present
(Hart, 2011; Meskell, 2015). By that definition, heritage is
recognised for its instrumental rather than its material or
aesthetic qualities. This is a way of thinking starts to be
operationalised in UNESCO's Recommendation on the
Historic Urban Landscape.

HUL on what heritage is, and
why something is heritage

There is a significant legacy of normative supranational
policies and guidelines trying to define what heritage is and
how take care of it. The Historic Urban Landscape
Recommendation (HUL) explicitly mentions that it builds
on this legacy of heritage concepts and principles as used in
a specific set of supranational documents:

This Recommendation builds upon the four previous
UNESCO recommendations concerning heritage
preservation, and recognizes the importance and the
validity of their concepts and principles in the history
and practice of conservation. In addition, modern
conservation conventions and charters address the
many dimensions of cultural and natural heritage, and
constitute the foundations of this Recommendation.
(UNESCO, 2011, p. 2)

Whilst it builds on existing definitions, I would argue that it
also moves on from them, by not reproducing them.

A central sentence in the Recommendation is the definition
of a historic urban landscape: “The historic urban
landscape is the urban area understood as the result of a
historic layering of cultural and natural values and
attributes, extending beyond the notion of ‘historic centre’ or
‘ensemble’ to include the broader urban context and its
geographical setting” (UNESCO, 2011, p. 3). As such, this
landscape can exist of (a selection of) socio-cultural and
socio-spatial arrangements, tangible and intangible,
movable and immovable, natural and cultural resources
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such as products, patterns, practices, perceptions and
processes, as well as their relations and the values they
constitute. This definition pushes the idea of heritage in
international “standard setting” documents in two
important ways. First of all, it recognises (partly as a
response to the critiques mentioned above) that heritage,
and caring for heritage can be, and should be, about much
more than preserving a small collection of grand buildings.
This process of widening both the definition of heritage,
and the multiple ways to take care of it, was already present
in various preceding documents, importantly, for example,
the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible
Cultural Heritage (UNESCO, 2003). HUL mainly builds on
this process. This brings me to the second issue, the namely
way it redefines the concept of heritage. It focuses on
attributes (tangible or intangible) and values, rather than
categories of heritage (such as monument, ensemble, or
tradition). I define attributes as the ‘what, the object of
conservation practices, and values as the ‘why’, the reasons
for conserving. This is a much more open and potentially
inclusive way of defining heritage, as previous definitions of
heritage would qualify both, and also focus only on certain
categories of attributes (e.g. building, material) or values
(e.g. historic, aesthetic).

Defining it this way also helps clarifying the line of arguing,
as quite often, the what and the why are mixed up, for
example in the countless references to ‘intangible values’
This confusion of terms can lead to unclear choices in how
to approach conservation, and a bias towards static
conservation practices. For example, intangible attributes of
vernacular architecture usually include their typology and
use of local materials. Both can be considered intangible
attributes because they refer to practices (what) that help
the architecture to adapt (why) to, e.g., the climate or a way
of life. This then means that both the material and the
typology would probably have to change if either the
climate or the way of life changes. So, one could argue for
conservation through adaptation, or conservation of the
practices of vernacular building. However, in these cases,
the physical material of a building, building structure and
layout are often the focus of conservation. Therefore, such
cases are about conserving tangible attributes for their
aesthetic and historic value.

Without judging which one is better, this way of thinking
about conservation decisions in terms of ‘what’ it is that
needs taken care of, and ‘why’ it needs to be cared for can
help finding the most suitable process of conservation. This
then also makes clear, that this is a process that depends on
‘who’ decides, who has a voice. What gets selected, and why
depends on who does the selecting, and thus very different



conservation practices can be deemed suitable for a
seemingly similar situation or vice versa.

In short the approach the HUL recommendation promotes
is based on the premise that heritage is a process, a process
of people (who) assigning value (why) to something (what),
and as such it starts to incorporate the definition of heritage
as the cultural reproduction of the past in the present.

HUL on who to involve in heritage
making and management

In focussing on objects, preceding supranational policies
often set rather strict limits on what could become heritage
(only buildings, groups of buildings, and sites) and why
(because they were old, important for national identity, or
seen as beautiful or imposing). In addition, such policy
documents would provide normative guidance on how that
heritage should be dealt with. Instead of defining more
normative and standard approaches to dealing with
heritage, HUL focuses on setting a standard for the process
of conservation, and through that, in theory, providing more
freedom to define the what, why, and thus also the how of
conservation in many different, less restrictive, and thus
potentially more suitable ways. HUL offers the opportunity
for heritage and heritage management to become more
open, more varied, and more inclusive. So HUL is an active
attempt to move away from the restrictions of categories, at
least in its language. However, as conservation is a cultural
practice, the shift in language does not mean there is a
(direct) shift in practice. In addition, it also means that
multiple potentially conflicting interpretations, narratives,
practices, and ideas of place, and of heritage as a concept in
itself, will have to co-exist and be managed. However,
emphasising that everything can become heritage, or that
everyone can be part of the process that defines what
heritage means and how to deal with it, does not by itself
make the process more inclusive. Actions need to follow.
HUL suggest process steps and policy tools for heritage
management to support such action and “the shift from an
emphasis on architectural monuments primarily towards a
broader recognition of the importance of the social, cultural
and economic processes in the conservation of urban
values” (UNESCO, 2011, p. 2). HUL suggests “a compre-
hensive and integrated approach for the identification,
assessment, conservation and management of historic
urban landscapes [...] rooted in a balanced and sustainable
relationship between the needs of present and future
generations and the legacy from the past” (UNESCO, 2011,
p. 3).

To develop a way to establish such a comprehensive and
integrated approach, HUL is proposing the following steps
(UNESCO, n.d.) which can be used to think about local
conservation processes. Next to comprehensive surveys
and mapping of the city’s natural, cultural and human
resources (step 1) and assessing the vulnerability of these
attributes to socio-economic stresses and impacts of
climate change (step 3), HUL explicitly recommends the use
of participatory planning and stakeholder consultations on
identifying attributes and values (step 2), along with the
integration of conservation into a wider framework of urban
development (step 4). HUL suggests the careful
consideration of which conservation and development
actions to prioritise (step 5), as well as the establishment of
project-based partnerships and local management
frameworks, stimulating coordination between all projects
and partnerships (step 6). The recommendations provide a
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strong push to widen the scope and thinking around
heritage and to integrate conservation into frameworks of
socio-economic development. HUL then also suggests four
different types of policy tools to do so: civic engagement
tools, knowledge and planning tools, regulatory systems,
and financial tools. To use these tools for heritage can mean
developing new tools, but most likely it means integrating
and refocusing some of the existing frameworks and tools
already used in urban and socio-economic development.
Regulatory systems, i.e. legislative and regulatory measures,
are widely used to manage heritage, and the HUL suggests
thinking about how to include traditional and customary
systems, as well. Knowledge and planning tools in place to
improve quality of life and urban space can be used to
manage and plan for heritage too, and social and
environmental impact assessments could be used to also
integrate heritage into a framework of sustainable
development. Civic engagement tools are considered
crucial for participation and consensus building. Not only
can they can help facilitate intercultural dialogue by
learning from communities about their histories, traditions,
values, needs and aspirations. They can also help in
mediating and negotiating conflicting interests. Financial
tools, then, are suggested for capacity building and making
financially viable and sustainable plans, which work with
local communities and traditions. Making the steps and
tools explicit also emphasises the shift from category-driven
to process-driven guidelines, as the steps and tools support
a process of identification and conservation (as introduced
above), rather focussing on defining categories of heritage
attributes (e.g. buildings, sites) or values (e.g. aesthetic,
historic) which have a ‘standard’ approach in terms of their
conservation.

These tools and steps also reveal the focus of HUL on
integrating heritage management into urban development,
as well as into wider socio-economic, cultural, environmental,
and sustainability policies. As the definition of heritage as a
process implies constant expansion and shifting,
integration with other policies becomes both more
necessary and more complex. Can we really maintain
preservation (or demolition) practices without considering
the long-term impact that they may have on the climate, or
on the wellbeing of residents? Can we afford to exclude
significant groups in society from their history and
heritage? This is absolutely a challenge, and not just to
heritage managers. As heritage becomes integrated in both
different levels of governance and different policy realms,
the skillset of a heritage manager also has to change - from
having expert knowledge on, for example, architectural
history or building restoration techniques, to the ability to
negotiate and mediate limits of acceptable change, match
new uses with old buildings, creatively bring together and
take part in partnerships and new and complex governance
structures, and become fund raisers and strategic planners
for projects to be developed. HUL is trying to provide a
platform for these changes in roles and responsibilities.
There are, however, widely different contexts in which
heritage managers operate, and the circumstances can
rapidly change, so HUL also repeatedly states the
importance of understanding and being sensitive to the
local practices and context, listening to the local
community, and being appreciative and supportive of
grassroots initiatives.



What HUL does, and what we can
do with HUL

Not excluding any types of heritage, perspectives on
heritage, or approaches to heritage beforehand, provides an
opportunity not to exclude people, disciplines, ideas, and
perspectives - thus potentially making the entire heritage
process more holistic and inclusive. HUL is open: everyone
and everything could be part of the process. By defining
potential tools and steps to follow, HUL also makes the
process of heritage management potentially more
accessible, especially to what would traditionally be
considered to be non-expert stakeholders. By very
instrumentally proposing steps in a process, HUL can help
to synchronise moments where different forms of
knowledge and input come together, as well as increase
transparency and understanding of the decision-making
process, and support the integration of heritage with other
processes. Within this process the stakeholders (who),
explicitly including multiple voices, such as e.g. residents
and local communities, should be included in decision-
making about the landscape of attributes and values, and
its management. The landscape approach is intended to
expose overlapping, matching, as well as conflicting, values,
needs, and ethics (among groups, individuals, levels of
power, etc.). Revealing and managing those differences is
not an easy process, and it remains a matter of give and
take, of selection, concession, mitigation, and conflict
resolution. Heritage is always a stakeholder-led process;
attributes and values do not select themselves. Somewhat
contradictory, HUL then recommends aiming for consensus
on attributes and values among all stakeholders, which to
me not only seems impossible, but also not helpful, as this
too easily leads to negating the multiplicity and
multivocality of heritage processes and practices.

HUL is not just providing a platform and a related
community of practitioners testing ideas about a wider
interpretation of what heritage is, why it could be of value,
and how it could be managed. It also explicitly recommends
working in ways that are inclusive and comprehensive and
focus on the whole rather than the parts. It explicitly focuses
on using heritage to help meet present (and future) needs.
Heritage is presented as something that can do ‘good’
things, for many wider societal processes:

Urban heritage, including its tangible and intangible
components, constitutes a key resource in enhancing
the liveability of urban areas, and fosters economic
development and social cohesion in a changing global
environment. As the future of humanity hinges on the
effective planning and management of resources,
conservation has become a strategy to achieve a
balance between urban growth and quality of life on a
sustainable basis. (UNESCO, 2011, p. 2)

Heritage management is then the thoughtful and
sustainable management of change, rather than the
prevention of change. Heritage fosters development; it can
be used as a driver and resource for building sustainable
urban areas. This has implications for the work done in
heritage and heritage management. If we accept that
heritage ‘does’ things, is for something, then we have to be
aware of the power and thus the responsibility that comes
with dealing with it. Which past does it celebrate, which
past does it forget, and why? This puts a lot of responsibility
on heritage officers, and heritage managers. It is a
responsibility, however, that is a key issue in heritage
management. How is heritage presented, narrated,
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interpreted, and thus reinterpreted? Do the presented
narratives conveniently forget parts of history? Do they
ignore certain memories? Do conservation actions actively
pave over traumas as if they didn't exist? Can we still allow
heritage to simply reproduce societal ideas and structures,
and thus frictions and inequalities, without reflection? So,
for example, when Amsterdam, and with Amsterdam many
other cities, lists its canal zone as World Heritage, is it
acceptable to talk about the marvels of the ‘maritime trade’
without even mentioning the references (that are physically
present) in the urban landscape to the horrors of the slave
trade? (see, for example, Mapping Slavery NL, n.d.). When
heritage is instrumentalised to gentrify an area and
effectively push out residents, why is that acceptable? These
are questions we all need to consider.

In its attempt to stimulate governments to develop
partnerships (preferably with local communities) for the
transparent and participatory development of local
strategies, HUL is quite ambitious. An attempt like this can
easily be criticised, and it can probably never fully succeed.
However, from my experience in Amsterdam (Veldpaus and
Bokhove, 2019), and from the interview with the Edinburgh
World Heritage Trust (see Chapter 1.1). I would say
practitioners see HUL as an opportunity. For the
practitioners [ worked with, HUL formalises and thus
legitimises a shift in thinking they feel is necessary, and as
such the recommendation opens up new perspectives on
urban heritage management. It is not a perfect and clean
solution to a problem, but it pushes for different ways of
thinking, for new perspectives, and for openness in
processes of heritage management - for thinking about
heritage beyond its traditional definitions, uses, and ideas.
This opening up of new discussions and interpretations is
essential for the sector.
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Chapter 11.

Landscape Approach In

Edinburgh

Interview by:
Loes Veldpaus

Interview with:
Adam Wilkinson and Krzysztof Chuchra

Adam and Krzysztof both work for the Edinburgh World
Heritage Trust (EWHT). This independent charity aims to
ensure the city’s World Heritage status benefits everyone.
They do this in various ways, for example by restoring
historic buildings, as well as public places, instigating public
debate and engagement processes, and sharing knowledge
through education and training. Over the past decade they
have been using the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL)
approach as a tool, a ‘life raft’ as they describe it below, to
inform, guide, and discuss the work they do. In this
interview we asked them about how they see and do
heritage management in their day-to-day practice, as well
as to take a step back and reflect on the longer-term
changes and implications of their work. We talked about
how they engage with HUL and why they find it helpful as a
recommendation, and as a platform for a network of
practitioners and cities all dealing with similar issues of
balancing development and conservation, and asked for
some recommendations based on their experiences.

What does heritage management mean to you?

A: Managing values. For me, it starts as a philosophical
approach looking at architectural and historical values,
framed by the protection system within the city. But those
aren't the only ways of looking at the historic environment.
Architectural and historical values are based around a
museum approach of preserving an object in perpetuity
rather than considering how it's useful to the every day.
People value their buildings in completely different ways.
We all look at the environment in terms of what it means to
us personally, our memories, and the way we use it. So in
essence, we're trying to manage those more personal values
as much as the architectural and historical values.

In practice, this means working with a broad range of
communities, residents, people working here, politicians,
tourists, and others. All are stakeholders in the city centre
and have a valid interest. We take the built environment as
the skeleton of the city; this however, is really nothing
without its people and their memories! They are the
muscles the tissues, we build onto that. The shared
memories, the layers of memories, are the glue that brings
all of this together. It also forms the base of community
identity, national identity and the shared value of world
heritage.

[ draw a direct line from this very local and individual
memory through to world heritage principles, because I
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believe projects need to take into account the community's
needs, whilst meeting the requirements under the World
Heritage Convention, and HUL. It is both a very simple line
and a very complex picture!

K: For me heritage management is more about managing
change and conflict in the historic city and explaining why
changes have to be made. HUL is a framework or maybe
toolkit that can help doing this, and managing the conflict
between those who want to basically push development and
those who want to protect historic identity. This is also
challenging because you often have to explain it to yourself.
If you are a bit cynical like me that can be very difficult.

A: We are in a way the translator between ‘normal’ people
and the system and the demands of the system. It is easy to
spend our time talking in expert language and talking at
people rather than listening to them, to their real concerns.
We feel we need to bring those ideas and concerns into our
programmes rather than working strictly within the system
that we're given. Otherwise you end up in heritage
management with a focus on fabric, on material.
Worshipping the temple itself rather than worshipping at
the temple, if you get the analogy. For us, it should be about
the story that temple tells rather than necessarily the
precise place in which a stone has been put by a craftsman
who bodged it in there 200 years ago or 300 years ago. So it
comes back to that museological approach. “Here's an
object we must conserve in perpetuity” rather than “Here's
an object that is part of everyday life and still has a use”.

How about the governance of the different value
systems? Do the local and national regulatory
systems provide you with the right tools?

A: It's really hard sometimes. In the UK, as in many
countries, we have to use the local and existing systems for
World Heritage protection. This is why we have developed a
separate set of tools as an organisation. So regulatory tools
are with the local authority, the local government, and as a
third-party organisation, we, as the EWH, focus on financial
and engagement tools, and sharing knowledge. We cannot
be a surrogate planning authority; that creates conflict. We
have a very focused role in planning and very focused
discussions with our colleagues in both national and local
authorities to ensure that we are, by and large, aligned, or at
least we understand each other's positions. It is important
that we have a clearly defined role and a clear process
which is governed by a protocol as well.



Has your heritage management approach, your way
of thinking, your role, changed from around the turn
of the century?

A: 1 think in an Edinburgh context, yes, absolutely. From a
focus on architectural brilliance, we are now much more on
the value side, to acknowledging all the other layers, which
in terms of practical day-to-day management have
significant weight to them. So, I think it's changed pretty
dramatically.

K: That's also because there was less public money for
monument protection. People started to question the need
for public spending on conservation, especially on
properties which are privately owned, but not maintained.
And, as there is a need for development, it is questioned
why we ‘compromise’ development opportunities because
of conservation given that the former financially supports
monument protection. The EWHT also took a hard cut, and
we had to defend our principles, our values.

A: A lot of that is down to politics. Currently, the local
politicians are supportive of heritage and the World
Heritage status. That's in part down to the work we've done.
We do a lot of advocacy work to help understand the
importance of the World Heritage status for the city. Now,
there is a broad acknowledgement across the political
spectrum that this is an asset and not an obstacle, whereas
previously it was seen as an obstacle.

K: We have to be very careful about this though. We should
not fall into a trap where you start to use heritage in an
ambivalent or wrong way, | mean when heritage becomes
politically too instrumental.

A: T think for us that line is when heritage becomes the
reason to not do things. We try and make heritage the
reason to do things, "Look, we can make some great
changes to this place because it's a World Heritage site and
it will be positive for everybody involved," as opposed to the
narrative which goes, “You can't change the colour of your
front door because it's a World Heritage site.” As soon as that
happens, we've lost. The aim is qualityy We had an
interesting discussion after a councillor in a planning
committee said, “We'd like to turn this down, but it's not bad
enough to turn down” That was the point we felt change
was needed. Now the planning committee's view is, “Good
enough is not good enough for Edinburgh” That's really
positive. Whether it's playing out in all their decisions, I'm
not 100% sure, but at least they're coming from a good
starting point.

K: This represents a shift in the Scottish planning system
(starting around 2010) towards more pre-consultation for
major development, effectively by making various parties
directly and indirectly involved in development management
talk to each other. This is forcing the key stakeholders to
communicate better with the community and consult them
early on. Therefore the planning system asks for a more
pro-active attitude of various stakeholders, as the
government becomes a facilitator of processes. As a result,
new patterns of communication are being developed in the
city, as there is a higher public awareness that planning
decisions can actually be influenced. The process now may
seem less direct and efficient, but in reality it is more open
and gives more time to predict problems and prevent costly
revisions.

A: And more pre-consultation is undoubtedly a good thing.
It means that developers walk into a development site with
their eyes wide open to what the concerns are. If they
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choose to ignore it, then they can't be upset when it goes
wrong. And it works. In the two instances where there was
major conflict over a specific project within the World
Heritage site, at the very early stages developers have been
given a very clear idea of what might or might not work and
what might cause conflict through a community
consultation process. They chose to ignore that advice...

How does HUL help you in these processes?

A: A fundamental challenge in heritage management is that
we are working with a set of values that has been frozen at a
point in time and judged by a group of people who had a
certain way of thinking at that point. Yet as we know, the
way people value places varies and changes. Generally, I
would say, it doesn't devalue elements that are really
valuable, but it adds weight to other elements as it advances
and as our understanding of things advances. Heritage is
often designed around the idea of a monument in a field,
not around a dynamic and moving environment. HUL
acknowledges the need for a dynamic approach. It deals
with realities and accepts that things change, things go
wrong, people are involved, there's clashes, there are values,
and there are politicians and all this sort of stuff.

But if you said Historic Urban Landscape to 99% of the
planners in Edinburgh, they'd look at you with a blank face.
They wouldn't know what it was. So, it's something which
we've smuggled in through looking to get proper integration
of management systems and an acknowledgement that in
the actions we do in Edinburgh, we are listening and acting
off the community. So, there is, if you like, the theory side of
it, and then there's the reality of it which is where the
Historic Urban Landscape principles come in and use the
landscape approach in order to shape projects, build
confidence between stakeholders, and create sustainable
outcomes.

K: I think it's a good thing because it's based on what works!
If it works in one place, it can perhaps work in another too,
and we can learn from each other’s mistakes too.

A: HUL almost feels like a life raft in some respects.

The document itself also gives a range of really useful tools.
There is no need to adopt all those tools, and you may
already have the system of protection in place. Some of the
steps have already been taken. It helps to fill in some of the
gaps. It also shows you how what you already do is actually
validated within the whole approach, which is based on
what others have said works for them as well.

So, for you it is an international benchmark, an
understanding of good practice?

A: Yes, it's a standard which people can aspire to, but also
there's that toolkit element to it as well and saying, “Yes,
we've got the financial instruments. We've been doing that
for a long time, great. Okay, what else can we do? Can we
work on engagement? How can we strengthen that? What
best practice can we learn from?”

A: HUL keeps pushing us back to the values approach. It is
a way of strengthening and giving a name to and helping to
clarify some of our strategies around what we do.

K: I think seeing what others are doing is one of the biggest
values of HUL, a learning platform. That's what it should be
about, how people working on different sites of historic



value could learn from each other under these principles.
The other thing is the idea of integration and collaboration.
For example, Edinburgh has a design panel led by the
municipality. The panel involves academics, people who
teach architecture, practitioners, and they assess
development proposals. I would say it's a good example of
how things can work.

A: That's a good point. It takes on a wide variety of different
views. So, it takes in the views of police, as well as for
example landscape experts, architecture experts, and
mobility experts. They feed at an early stage into new
design proposals and ask questions of the development
teams to help them in their thinking about the schemes.

What would be a very concrete example of what you
learnt from another city?

A: Ballarat [Australia; see http://www.hulballarat.org.au]. So,
city vision in Edinburgh; when it came to time to think
about the city vision, fortunately we managed to have
Susan Fayad from Ballarat over. So, we sat her down at
dinner for two hours next to the chief executive of the city,
and she told him how it is basically. So, a very clear bit of
learning there transferred high level straight across. That
played out in how the city here approached its city vision
exercise, at least in terms of its questioning, so the way it
questioned the residents, the questions it asked. So, a very,
very simple bit of learning there. I think we haven't
succeeded yet in creating the links between the university
and city planning, which have been done so effectively in
other places, such as Cuenca in Ecuador or Venice, for
example.

What are the innovations you are currently pushing
for?

K: When I started working for EWH, very quickly I learned
that most historic cities deal with the same problems, so
why not resolve them together? So, we use our international
programme to learn from each other, and build capacity of
the organisation as well as our local and international
partners. This includes for example implementing
management approaches such as Agile project
management methodology or actively engaging with new
technologies such as 3D modelling [e.g. in the APPROACH
project, see https://ewh.org.uk/project/approach]. We have
also managed to secure grants from the EU and British
Council for some of this work. This allows us to develop a
programme of capacity building to empower the
community, give them skills to manage and protect their
historic city. But in a broader sense too, we want to target as
many groups as possible, by working on things ranging
from high level decision making to daily maintenance of a
building. We try to gather people who know a lot about this,
who have expertise in the city, who have been working with
us and share this knowledge. That, I think, in a way, tunes
in to where the whole system is heading to, the
decentralisation of responsibility for the city. More and
more it is being moved towards the community. We
basically try to capitalise on and strengthen our position.

A: Yes, and for this, Krzysztof did a very central exercise of
looking at where our expertise is, where the city's needs are,
and then where we need to focus based on those two
factors. Another innovation is around tourism. The tourism
strategy was always led by the tourism industry; we are now
trying to influence it more pro-actively. It may sound
ridiculous that sustainable tourism is an innovation in
Edinburgh, but it is, because at the moment tourism isn't at
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all based around the needs of the community or the
heritage. We're trying to work in a constructive positive
manner, although sometimes that'’s really difficult.

What are your biggest wins of the past few years?

K: We're still here! And as an organisation we are more
independent. That's very important because it gives us a bit
more authority, and we can have actually an independent
opinion in the city.

A: Yes, you are right, as public funding has declined for us,
the relationship with government has matured. They can't
tell us what to do anymore. They have to ask us to do things.
That's been a hugely positive outcome, it really has. But it's
allowed us to build respect through positive action.

In terms of our work, I think the two big ones for me are the
sustainability programme and the international programme.
When [ joined ten years ago, we were very much focused
on: we repair buildings, and we do a little bit of education.
Now we do buildings, we do education, we look at how
sustainability feeds up into that, and we look at capacity
building and resilience through international support.

Are there other bottlenecks?

A: None of this work is easy. It's high skilled work in difficult
circumstances of salaries that are nowhere near the private
sector’s or even the public sector. Often our work involves
communities who are upset, under-informed politicians,
and pressured developers. It requires great diplomacy, skills
and approaches. It requires a lot of internal negotiation to
get the right answers and the right solutions.

K: Another issue is the perception of the sector. It's not
flexible. It's dogmatic. We are still sometimes seen as people
in tweed jackets waiting for retirement.

A: In contrast to South East Europe, where to me it looks
like is that everybody involved in heritage there is in their
20s and 30s! There is a much younger vibe; it is a different
audience that's energised around the historic environment.

Will your organisation still exist in say, twenty years?
.. and, if you would cease to exist, who would miss
you?

A: If we do a good job we won't need to exist! But it is a
really good question. Organisations too often fulfil their
mission yet carry on existing. But I'm sure that we'll exist in
some form or other, hopefully nothing like our existing one.

K: I think we will be less focused on built fabric and more
focused on values and capacity building. Enabling
legitimised change and helping managing change.

A: 1 think the residents would miss us most, [ think they
trust us. And the head of planning, as we're a useful tool for
him. Also, quite a lot of the policy officers would miss us as
we back them up, support them and help them do good
things within the council.

K: I think it's the same for Heritage Environment Scotland. I
mean we are basically one of the arms in the city. We
implement the national agenda here.

One final question, what would be your main
recommendations for other cities?

A: Take the long-term view. This isn't a quick game. You
can't go in there, pump four million Euros in and hope
everything is going to be fine in three years’ time. It's not. It's
going to take a long-term effort.


http://www.hulballarat.org.au
https://ewh.org.uk/project/approach

K: You have to be willing to make the (public) investment.
There must be a financial commitment, too, because
otherwise you spent time chasing money rather than doing
work and improving the situation.

A: Keep working in the community, dont forget the
community ...

K: Yes, and other stakeholders, working with universities, for
example, can be really helpful. You have to identify the
relevant stakeholders in each project, because if you leave
someone behind, that may work against you in the longer
term.

A: And finally, have a clear set of objectives as an
organisation. You can't achieve everything. Be focussed!
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The Struggle for

Chapter1.2.

Heritage Protection

in Novi Sad

Interview by:
Visnja Kisi¢ and Goran Tomka

Interview with:
Slobodanka Babi¢ and Katarina Maksimov

Slobodanka and Katarina both work for the City Institute for
Protection of Cultural Monuments of Novi Sad. This public
institution, with small but secure public funding, is entitled
to safeguard the built heritage of Novi Sad. They research,
document, assess and evaluate the city’s built heritage,
officially list the sites, define guidelines for protection and
restoration works, and supervise or do conservation works
themselves. These two architect-conservators have acted as
the “Petrovaradin Fortress Safeguard Unit” within their
Institute, a work that has oftentimes been against the grain
of political agendas and private interests. Slobodanka has
been the only conservator in charge of Petrovaradin
Fortress since the late Nineties, until Katarina joined her in
2006. Without knowing about HUL approach, their thinking
and engagement with Petrovaradin Fortress has been very
much in line with interdisciplinary and integrative
approaches to heritage management. Over the last few
years, the two of them have started numerous activities
which fall outside of traditional heritage protection policies
and practices in Serbia. They formed the interdisciplinary
team for the Heritage Management Plan of Petrovaradin
Fortress. They cooperated with numerous civic initiatives,
looked at other cities for inspiration, and organized
meetings to exchange experiences. We talked about their
work on this under-researched and undervalued site, which
has led them to be recognized among the key actors for the
future of Petrovaradin Fortress.

Petrovaradin Fortress is the place from which Novi
Sad grew as a city, but ever since the demilitarisation
of the Fortress in the Fifties, there have been claims
that the Fortress is neglected and that the city has
had a sort of a “stepmother approach” to it. You have
started working in the Institute for Heritage
Protection of Novi Sad during the Nineties. Back
then, what was the approach to the Fortress by
heritage professionals? What did you do in the
position of a conservator entitled to care about the
Fortress?

Slobodanka Babi¢ (SB): When I came to the Institute, I had
to start from scratch, almost from zero. I am not sure, but I
feel that the Fortress has always been understood as
something foreign, something that is not our own, national,
Serbian. There was always hostility towards it. Historians
often mention that historical moment when the city of Novi
Sad was bombarded from the Fortress during the 1848
rebellion. Also, that the Fortress for a good part of its history
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was a horrific prison. But then I wonder, is it possible that in
the 21st century, someone still adheres to those stories...
Still, I have the feeling that that is the case. Because,
everything that is related to the Fortress is always so
difficult.

First and foremost, there was no single decent text about the
Fortress. There were only some traces; all the documentation
drawings came from students. And just by looking at
descriptions, you could easily tell that everyone ran away
from dealing with the Fortress - historians and art
historians more than anyone else. Apart from that, I was the
only one [employee of the Institute] who was assigned to the
Fortress. When I would go to Belgrade, I would stare at five
architects assigned to Belgrade Fortress along with the
whole Archaeological Institute, which has always
researched there. And here, before Katarina came, I was
alone. And that was not even my only concern. [ was also
working on the historic city centre.

So, to begin with, I had to grasp the entirety of the Fortress.
had to have good boots and to walk the Fortress with the
people who knew it well. For example, I would call Ladislav
[local explorer and enthusiast] and spend four or five
afternoons in the underground. I was the first person from
any Institute [for protection of cultural monuments] who
actually went to the undergrounds. Because, see, the
Fortress is 105 hectares large, full of trenches and
underground tunnels. If I would take someone there now,
he would need quite some time to find his way and come
back. You first have to master the Fortress physically; only
then can you start dealing with the maps and documents.

End then the real mess begins. When I started, the Fortress
was the only protected heritage site in the city which lacked
a serious background text and its boundaries were not
defined. The Provincial Institute [for the protection of
cultural monuments] adopts the valorisation of ‘great
importance’ in 1991, and that document is half a page long.
[The Provincial Institute (PI) was in charge of the Fortress
until it was transferred to the municipality and its local
Institute, and the PI made a value assessment of the
Fortress, categorizing it as a monument of great importance
(the middle of the three levels according to Serbian law). In
other cases, these value assessments are often rich and
voluminous documents.]

None of our historians made an effort to go to the Austrian
War Archive and do the research on the Fortress. No one
dared to write a single decent article about it, something



scientific, with a bibliography and serious references. And
the terminology - that’s tragic! We didn't even have a map
with the names of bastions, not to mention the military
fortification terminology.

Archaeology hasn't been done for decades. One of leading
archaeologists of the time wrote that famous sentence in
which he stated that the Fortress comes from the 18th
century and that there is no need to research there. So, it’s
as if everything before the 18th century and Baroque simply
disappeared. Today, we know that there are traces from the
Middle Palaeolithic age - 120,000 - 95,000 BC - and that
the first fortification is 4,000 BC. No one treated the Fortress
as such; they smashed it as they wanted. We had to wait for
the 2000s for things to change, but before that so much is
lost.

The bibliography on Petrovaradin Fortress is still very
modest - mostly some tourist brochures and light texts.
Even today, when I see the bibliography of Belgrade Fortress
- it's a five-page list - [ am jealous! I am ashamed to quote
Schmidt from 1931 as my source. This is probably the
reason why the ambience of the Fortress hasn't played any
role in official documents. They have only valorised
individual buildings. In the Suburbium [Lower Town of the
Fortress, also called Gradi¢], the conclusion was that no
single-storey building has any value. As a consequence, for
many professionals there was nothing strange when people
started planning additional floors on the houses there
during the Nineties... For me that was absurd! Building is a
part of the bigger whole, and I have always tried to
understand the Fortress as a whole.

A good part of the Fortress is being used by
residents, artists, private businesses, the military
and the church. What were the attitudes to the
Fortress by those who lived there and used its
spaces? And what was the relationship between them
and the Institute?

SB: The Nineties were the golden years for them. They could
all do whatever they wanted: illegal ateliers, illegal
construction sites everywhere... When I started my work, I
still remember that most of the houses I just couldn't enter.
Only with the police could I go into buildings and see what
is happening - that is how they were treating heritage
protection. They expect that they should receive everything
they need and give nothing.

I would come on behalf of an Institute whom everyone sees
solely as an obstacle - because we would ban construction
works. No one respected the measures that we would issue
and then when the construction unfolds, that would be a
nightmare! We ban the works, the director signs it, the next
day someone calls from the Town Hall and says that the
works should continue. That was the pattern - no one
respected any law. For example, we had a huge fight to ban
the use of cement... Bottom line was that everyone expected
from us not to protect the Fortress.

In all that mess, Institute assumed a role of inspection and
police. We shouldn’t have taken that role, but we had to. To
this day I keep the phone number of the local police
commander, so when there is a call that someone is looting
some part of the Fortress, everyone expects us to go there
and stop it - and that we should do it without any money.

Katarina Maksimov (KM): Yes, always the same story: the
telephone rings, the brick has fallen, the neighbour has
destroyed something, we run to see, they keep calling as if
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we have a solution to all this, as if we are the inspection. Or
they call you: the neighbour is redoing the roof without a
permit. I take the camera, go there, climb the roof... And
then we begin always the same thing. “Did you ask for the
permit for this work?” “No, no, we are just mending it a bit,
here and there, just a bit..” In that sense, not much has
changed. Now with the new investment by the city for the
systemic restoration works in Suburbium, the expectation
has risen five-foldl Now we do projects; we run the
investment; we supervise.

You talk about the struggles to keep the built
heritage of the Fortress protected, against numerous
small private interests and usurpations. But at the
same time, Petrovaradin Fortress is quite unique for
the level of organised civil activity at the site, which
also takes the role of caring about the Fortress. How
do you see the role and influence of CSOs there?

SB: Yes, I think that level of organised activity is great. But at
the same time, they all depend on us because there is a lack
of public data. For example, the heritage walks that they
[Scenatoria] do are excellent, so we as an Institute shouldn't
be dealing with that. Even more people should do similar
things about the Fortress. It is just that civil society has no
continuity. They deal with a topic for a year, and then they
are gone. Suburbium [another CSO] was there for years,
and they did a lot of things, but other locals didn't really
support it. Now we have the Festival of Street Musicians
there. What is their role there? Is it just them and their
offices? Is it just some temporary projects or is it also for the
local community and how will the community react? It
remains to be seen.

Finally, there is Likovni krug. They are all artists from the
Fortress, but there are doing it not because of the Fortress
but because of their own individual interests. For example,
in the 60s those first artists there, like the amazing [famous
Yugoslav sculptor] Soldatovi¢, they really lived the Fortress;
they had initiatives; they were connected. Those
extraordinary sculptures across the Fortress, by the best
sculptors that the country, that was all their own initiative.
Today, artists who are using the spaces there, they don't
have that kind of attitude. There is no devotion and
continuity, and that is what they are all lacking.

In the early 2000s, with political and economic
transformations, the end of wars and opening of
borders, there was a new wave of optimism in Serbia
in general. Did this affect your work? Has much
changed in the 2000s?

SB: Between 2000 and 2005, there was a clear intention to
move things in a better direction. Pomoriski [the president
of the city council] wanted to see the Fortress on the World
Heritage List, so he brought Paolo Cesare here, and the guy
was in disbelief about how little data we have! The Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts helped us get the
documentation from Viennese archives, and since 2005,
we started receiving old military maps from the Austrian
War Archive. And now, someone should devote 2 or 3 whole
years to studying all that.

But even then, many ideas were against conservation. I
remember the proposal for the hotel on the Upper Fortress,
it was designed so as to destroy a good part of it, and that
was all done by Professor Anti¢, a big name of Serbian
architecture at that time. They even made a master plan -
two military barracks to be destroyed, a conference hall



built right into the rock, a bus station all the way up at the
Fortress, can you imagine? And that was 2006 - not such a
long time ago. The only reason that they didn't do it is
because they couldn't find money for that. Then they
wanted to dig a tunnel beneath, to build new road. But this
has led to new archaeological excavations and findings
along the proposed tunnel, which have changed the
narrative about the Fortress - that it is not from the 18th
century, but from the Stone Age.

KM: Yes, this was the first time we had excavation at the
Fortress! They confirmed assumptions about the many
layers and rich life of the Fortress throughout many
millennia. But it is a pity that all the indings have not been
well presented in any museum or some exhibition that
would be entirely devoted to the Fortress.

SB: From then on, whatever is done in the area of the
Fortress has to be followed by excavations. And the price
was astonishing! One dinar for archaeology, two for
construction. Which is why numerous investments have
been given up there. We are the party breakers for all
investments. People do not have consideration for the
slowness of the research. Our archaeologists work over
hours, day and night, but investors still come and ask -
what are they doing there for weeks with their brushes! The
main problem is that the city and the state do not have
money for systematic research. Instead, they start research
at the moment when there is an investor who is always in
hurry.

At the international level, heritage protection is
rapidly changing as a profession. There's much more
emphasis on citizen participation and public
advocacy through which protection and development
get negotiated. How do you see these new
expectations?

SB: If you want to deal with citizens, as well, and take on the
additional workload, you really have to have more
employees. Such expectations require an overhaul of our
conservation practices and institutions. Our Institute has 28
employees [covering the city of Novi Sad], and only 6-8 deal
with conservation and only a few with research. I think that
the whole system is dysfunctional, and we can't keep up
with the expectations. We should reformulate the role and
job we are doing.

KM: For example, | have been very surprised that citizens
were not really positive towards us when we started. I
expected joy and happiness, and at the end they treated us
like enemies. But when I thought about it later, I realized
that we did nothing to prepare them for what was going to
come. We were given assignments, and we spent a winter
doing all the projects, and then, all of a sudden, we came to
set up scaffolding. During our Summer Academy, Adam
[Wilkinson] asked me how long did the negotiations last
about the reconstruction of facades in Suburbium. I told
him, there were no negotiations, we just came to do it. Then
he shows me on his computer a photo of a building dating
from the Interwar period and tells me: “it took 2 years of
negotiations before we came with the scaffolds” And we
came over night, put the scaffolding, and told them to be
patient.

But do you see this as an advantage or a drawback?

KM: Well two years is a lot! But a year of preparation and
communication with citizens would be OK. To be honest, I
get stressed when I call construction workers to repair
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something in my house, and just imagine someone else just
coming and starting the construction work! That is a crazy
situation. However, I somehow expected that we and
citizens would be partners in that.

What are your biggest wins of the past few years? Did
that bring some important change in comparison to
the past decades?

SB: First of all, since 2007, the number of people dealing
with the Fortress has doubled - from one to two - plus there
are other colleagues who jump in. Now, with the big
restoration works in the Lower Town, we finally control the
works at the site. We define methodology, so the
conservation process is much better. That is probably the
biggest advancement. Also, I think we have become more
recognized and respected. I am also proud that the
documentation has been improved a lot, we created a
Fortress ID with all 1438 parcels. Now we still have to work
on accessibility of this documentation.

KM: Yes, I think that the fact that we have the artistic
topography and report on the state of conservation is very
important because you can now finally find some
information. That is a big step. Apart from that, this whole
project in Suburbium (Lower Town or Gradi¢) is quite an
improvement. It is very demanding, but after 12 years in
service, [ feel that for the first time I actually do what I was
educated and prepared for. At the same time, this project
has reunited our architectural department. We were in the
situation to establish new standards, the methodology, ways
of dealing with restoration works, and that feeling of a
bigger team working together on something is very nice.
Even if it's temporary.

SB: On the other hand, the expectations are much higher
now, and we are really exhausted. Citizens in Suburbium,
where we do a lot of conservation, now have astonishing
aspirations and desires, without any real change in their
consciousness of the whole situation and the importance of
heritage. The city and the state are investing public money
in your private property without any request, and you can't
even clear up your attic, but we have to do it for you... I find
that truly astounding!

Much of what you are highlighting relates to research
and conservation. But, at the same time, you are the
only institute for protection of cultural monuments
in Serbia that initiated the creation of a management
plan independently of nomination for UNESCO WHL
— for Petrovaradin Fortress. And you have started it
with a multidisciplinary team, with great care for
numerous issues of life in the Fortress - citizens’
attitudes, economic interests, tourism traffic. Why
was that important and what was it done for?

SB: The management plan was important because it meant
assuming the responsibility for the Fortress. We thought
about all the topics which would be important to tackle
when it comes to the Fortress. We are amateurs in this; we
are conservators. And our law [on the protection of cultural
monuments] does not recognize management plans, so it is
all based on the good will of someone to respect and
implement it. Still, we thought that would be a good thing to
do, and we can do it. If we don't do it, who will? When
everyone is asking the Institute for everything, then the
Institute has to start this. Because anyway, we have the
most information and contacts; we know the situation best.



KM: Yes, we are the information hub in a way. All the people
we have hired to work on the management plan - the
sociologists, tourism experts, economists, transport
planners, urban planners, ecologists - we had to provide all
the data for them. That is a great achievement; now there is
much more transdisciplinary interest in the Fortress.

SB: In Serbia, we are expected to apply a narrow
conservation approach, but our work has expanded towards
an epic dimension. There is no aspect of life that is not
entangled in the wider area of the Fortress. For example,
there are protected species - swallows, badgers, dozens of
bat species - a whole ecology that is completely fascinating
and protected. But we are facing the issue of expertise. We
are too small of a country to have experts for many aspects
of our work. I can't be a transportation and traffic expert - I
just know I want to move the traffic out of the Lower Town,
but an expert in traffic has to tell me what this would take.
The economic dimension is always an issue as well...

Were there any other cities or approaches that served
as inspiration for you along the way? And what has
been your reflection on the Historic Urban Landscape
approach?

SB: Well, I have read numerous management plans for
other urban historic sites that could guide us through our
process. Back then we even dreamed of starting a
nomination for the World Heritage List, of something like a
Habsburg Limes, connecting the fortresses on the Danube.
The first one I actually read was for Edinburgh. I read even
their first management plan. That and the management
plan for Suomenlinna Fortress in Helsinki were sort of
guiding documents for us. And then you think how you
could connect all those unconnected dots, all that is
dispersed - because we in the Institute, because of our
position, see and notice all the aspects.

KM: [ have to admit that while we were doing the
management planning, I was not aware of HUL - not even
the basic principles. However, in hindsight, we have
spontaneously set things in accordance with the HUL. We
are now lagging behind our schedule for completing the
management plan due to other work, but we have
introduced such an approach here and that is important.
This whole process for me meant that I have to change my
perspective, which was that my profession is the crucial one
and that others are enemies. Now [ think that we should
work together and constantly seek consensus and
understanding.
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You already pointed out numerous challenges. Any
other important ones to add?

SB: Well, everyone - from the mayor to the last citizen -
they would all tell you that the Fortress is the best, the most
valuable, the most amazing. But it is amazing as long as it
doesn't prevent me from earning something, constructing
something, having some kind of benefit. You see, the
economic factor here is always very selfish; it is never about
the common interest. No one is thinking about the public
interest. You would destroy a tiny piece of a park if it brings
someone private profit.

It's the same with the Fortress, so the politics is our biggest
issue here. We misunderstood democracy. Here, democracy
means that I rule for 4 years; I don't think about the value
and worth that will remain after my rule ends. Here,
democracy is discontinuity. And we are all hostages of such
a way of running political life. I will give you votes if you
give me something in return.

And that is where our cultural monuments get ruined. Even
in the places with higher citizen awareness, you have a
problem. In Dubrovnik, for example, for an additional
square meter, an additional apartment, our love of cultural
heritage withers away. We value something by the price of
the square meter [of a building]. I am afraid that I might be
too conservative, but I really don't see that most new
buildings provide any real new value. Because such
constructions really don't bring any value to the city, to its
urban tissue.

To end with, what would be your message to
colleagues starting their work in the heritage field in
other cities?

SB: 1 think being a conservator is a wonderful thing. But one
has to be very open. One can't only go with the “I am the
architect" approach in one’s head. To do this job, one has to
respect other professions - archaeology, law, economics.
And there is a big lack of respect between professions. But
to have this breadth of perception, you have to have your
own diversity of interests. Not to mention the skills to
communicate well with citizens and policy-makers!

KM: Yes, we are the renaissance persons! You have to be
three persons at the same time. It is hard to find it these
days. It's really up to an individual. But the good thing is
that a lot can be improved and changed through
cooperation.
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Introduction

Petrovaradin Fortress is one of the most complex, largest
and best-preserved baroque artillery bastion forts in this
region. It was built on the northern slopes of Fruska gora,
where the foothills meet the Danube River - a critical
strategic position for regional defence and an area that has
been controlled by various actors for millennia. It was built
in the period 1692-1780 on the foundations of previous
fortifications, to defend the Habsburg Monarchy's southern
border (which was also the border of Holy Roman Empire).
The complex consists of various military buildings typical
for 18th-century artillery fortifications, preserved to a great
extent. The entire fortress once included the destroyed
Bridgehead - a bridge fort on the Novi Sad bank of the river
- and the Island Fort located on the present-day Officers’
Beach.

The existing complex consists of four spatial-urban units

with their purposes clearly defined by geographical and

morphological features:
1. The Upper Fortress was the core of defence. These
enclosed buildings served for production and storage of
food and weaponry, and accommodation of officers and
soldiers.
2. The Hornwerk is a two-horned bastion with
established outer forts and counter mining system (a
system of underground tunnels that would enable
defenders to reach beneath attackers’ miners and blow
them up). Apart from the great plateau, there were
barracks and guard houses, artillery sheds and horse
stables.
3. The Wasserstadt - a system of ravelins, detached
triangular fortifications, filled with water and mud -
served as defence from the river side, and together with
the Inner Town constituted the Lower Fort with four
entrance gates.
4. The Lower Town or Suburbium was an urban
settlement inside the city walls, serving as the military,
command, administration and civilian centre, with
punitive, transit, trade, craftsmanship and service
functions. Civilians worked and lived together with the
fortress commander, officers, soldiers and prisoners, as
well as clerks of the military and civil administration.

The arrival of educated members of the officer and clerk
corps, and particularly Jesuits and Franciscans, stimulated
the educational, scientific and cultural life of the
community. The foundation of the military hospital and the
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first pharmacy contributed to the improvement of
municipal hygiene and sanitation. Civic and sacral
buildings were raised solely in the Lower Fortress, within
predefined areas determined by military authorities or the
fortress commander. The wider area that was formerly
under the jurisdiction of the Fortress includes today’s buffer
zone: parts of the Petrovaradin island, Majur, TrandZzament
and Ribnjak.

Suburbs provided everything for the functioning of the
Fortress - food, drinks, trade and services, while Petrovaradin
developed from 1691 to 1849 as a free military community
with a volunteer shooting company, until the abolishment
of the feudal order in the Austrian monarchy. Majur was
formed first and developed as estates for officers, later
purchased by citizens. A report plan from 1780/1781 locates
a military hospital there. There was also a brick plant in
today's New Majur and houses towards Trandzament. Near
Ribnjak there was a large military brewery.

The People’s Spring (1848) led to significant changes in
Europe, including the cultural and political independence
of nations. New circumstances and connections with
surrounding villages like Novi Sad - a centre of trade -
enabled the general prosperity of Petrovaradin, raised the
collective consciousness and helped to form a strong society
consisting of administrative workers, pharmacists,
winemakers, fishermen, farmers, hospitality workers, cafe
owners, teachers, religious servants and their families.
Cultural, artistic and educational institutions and
associations were formed. The construction of a railroad
bridge over Danube and tunnel under the Fortress in 1883,
connected Petrovaradin to Budapest and Zemun.

At the beginning of the 20th century, Vojvodina became
part of the newly-formed Yugoslavia, and the area lost its
border status and with it a number of its features and
advantages. Novi Sad continued developing as the centre of
the Danube region with strong agrarian and trade
characteristics, and later as an industrial town. Petrovaradin
lost its defensive function and continued developing
alongside, and later as part of, Novi Sad. Modernization of
traffic followed social reforms, initiating the first significant
reconstructions of Petrovaradin Fortress (see appendices
1-3).

Today, Petrovaradin Fortress is a heritage site of great
importance. It presents an extraordinary example of 18th
century fortification architecture, largely preserved. The
value of this unique environment surpasses the historical



significance of individual objects and numerous historical
layers and narratives add to the authenticity of the site. The
historical urban area of Petrovaradin Fortress contains
significant spatial and economic potentials and these could
harness a wider social, economic and political development.

About this research

The main aim of our research was to determine the
purposes and patterns of current uses of space, the
intended past and future uses, and particularly, the needs of
residents and other users within the historic urban
landscape (HUL) of Petrovaradin Fortress and its buffer
zone.

We analysed the purposes, users and uses of the Fortress
throughout history until today, in order to understand its
development through time. Field research was conducted,
in order to create maps of actual uses. In order to determine
specialists’ and experts’ points of view, as well as the official
attitude of the authorities, current official planning
documentation was analysed. Finally, we conducted
surveys in order to comprehend the perceptions, needs and
attitudes of Fortress users. Additional information, details
and graphic representations of the research are presented
through the appendices to this article.

Historical overview of purposes,
urban plans and monument
protection documents

The first urban plan was adopted in 1921, regulating new
traffic routes in accordance with the town's industrial
development trends. Consequently, changes in the physical
structure of the Fortress occurred. Previously, it was never
significantly altered; only rare replacements of dilapidated
houses and the reconstruction and repurposing of St.
Francis Church and Monastery into a military hospital
complex were recorded. Now both demographics and way
of life were changing, along with the purposes and
management of individual buildings: for example, between
the World Wars, the commander’s house became an air
force command and the long barracks became an air force
academy.

During the construction of the first traffic and pedestrian
bridge over the Danube, a section of the bastion, the Water
(Novi Sad) Gate and the whole Bridgehead on the left bank
of the Danube were demolished - events that marked the
first phase of demilitarization.

The first ideas of reconstruction and change of purpose of
Petrovaradin Fortress were recorded in the 1937 Regulation
Urban Plan of Novi Sad. Fortunately, that plan was never
realized completely, since it proposed demolition of the
Lower Fortress in order to make space for modern public
buildings. The idea was to form a second city centre on that
side of the Danube, to enable residents to live a more
modern urban life. Complete reconstruction was proposed
in answer to the infrastructural problems and unhealthy
conditions, below modern living standards, which are
emblematic for the Fortress even today. During the
reconstruction of Kamenicki Road before WW2, a section of
St. Carl's Bastion and Kamenicka Gate were demolished.
This was considered an unjustified act at the time because a
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road meandering around the Fortress would be a better
solution.

The Fortress was proclaimed a cultural monument in 1948.
Protection meant that any unauthorized reconstructions,
digging, demolition or any kind of change in the
environment of the Fortress was forbidden without
permission of the Belgrade Institute for the Protection of
Monuments. The following year, for the purposes of
scientific research of protected cultural monuments, a new
department was established within the Museum of
Vojvodina. Their biggest dispute with city institutions was
about the ongoing demolition of the Fortress as a source of
building material. A majority of residents were unaware of
the protected heritage status, a problem which remains
unsolved up to today. In order to prevent further damage, a
commission was formed to implement field research
determining the current state of the Upper and Lower
fortresses. The committee noted damages - from small to
large - along with new military structures, built from
recycled material gained through demolition of the Fortress.
Their conclusions were that both demolition and
construction must stop immediately. Everything requiring
and capable of recovery needed to be rebuilt. Their
recommendation was to produce and proclaim an official
decision to all parties involved. A technical program was
drafted with the main points determined: the Fortress
should be mostly used as a public park, with large open-air
spaces allocated for amusement and recreation, while
usage of existing vacant buildings should be planned in
accordance with long term needs and developments,
especially those used by military. A commission and board
were formed for the protection and revitalization of the
Fortress. They recommended that the Fortress should be
opened for civilian use immediately, with introduction of a
public park, promenades, botanical/ zoological garden,
amusement park, youth centre with sport areas, open
theatre stage and hotel. The coordination board was formed
to implement the listed ideas and to beautify, revitalize and
restore the Fortress as a historical monument and special
place for citizens’ comfort and amusement. The Fortress
was opened to the public on the former Republic Day,
following its demilitarization, with most of the area
assigned to civilian/town authorities to manage and use.

The Fifties

Petrovaradin and Novi Sad became a single administrative
unit, so most buildings changed their function.
Modernization and industrialization altered society’s needs
and ways of life, and due to a general lack of residential
units after the war, space in Suburbium was divided into
smaller units - former civilian and military administration
buildings, together with the houses of high-ranking officers,
were repurposed and allocated according to a system of
residential rights. Urbanization processes after the war
reflected changes in social and economic relationships and
the character of economic development. Insufficient
finances affected the quality of urbanization process. The
urban population grew as a consequence of general
industrialization and deagrarization trends. Growth created
a set of problems like insufficient infrastructure,
asynchronous development and environmental pollution.

The General Urban Plan of 1951 did not deal with the
Fortress area apart from determining its purpose - a leisure
and recreation park, with the note that this transition
should be the result of a thorough study in order to preserve



its historical character. Traffic was also mentioned, a with
Historical overview of purposes, urban plans and
monument protection documents temporary solution
considered - a railway route passing through the historical
core of Suburbium. Since the very beginnings of
modernization, traffic remained an evergrowing and never-
resolved issue. As the railroad bridge was destroyed in
WW2, the route was relocated onto a bridge through the
exact centre of Inner Town - Strosmajerova Street, which
required the demolition of certain buildings and sections of
fortifications. The planned re/construction of a bridge on
the piers of the old railway bridge (never realized) was
meant to be accompanied by the enlargement of the tunnel
through the Fortress and the construction of a road on the
former train route. Unfortunately, this idea has been
adopted in every successive urban plan, including the
present one.

Simultaneously, after WW2 the new government made an
effort to reconstruct everything demolished during the war
and created legislation regarding heritage protection. A
public institution was established with the task of
monitoring the Fortress. To implement the aforementioned
change of purpose, a Yugoslavian open call for
management of the Petrovaradin Fortress was published in
1953. However, it did not yield the expected results. The
demilitarization of the Upper Fortress and Hornwerk led to
changes in the Fortress's physical form. Many buildings
were demolished and reconstructed in repurposing
complex to the new requirements. Stairs and other sections
were reconstructed according to contemporary landscaping
standards. Interventions were performed under supervision
of the first Fortress manager Andrej Secujski, unfortunately
often conducted swiftly and without previous field
documentation.

A consequence of this is the problem of non-existent
technical documentation today. Once a large area was
opened, vacant buildings were allocated to then-developing
higher education. The Fortress temporarily hosted three
faculties and student dormitories. It is interesting that for a
while, an amusement park and even a zoo existed in the
Hornwerk. In the Lower Fortress, on the ramp pathway,
former workers' barracks were assigned to the newly-
founded Provincial Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments. Water Town is still used exclusively for military
purposes.

Renowned artists of the period received former military
buildings in the Upper Fortress, reconstructed as ateliers. A
section of the Long Barracks was turned into a hotel, and
the Simple Barracks until recently hosted the Historical
Archives of Novi Sad. The arsenal of the Upper Fortress
became a museum. Certain spaces were used for hospitality
- a restaurant, nightclubs, etc. According to the plan, the
Upper Fortress was allocated for education and culture, arts,
amusement and entertainment, recreation and tourism,
and the meetings of high officials.

Though this purpose remains partially to this day, the
physical structures and general infrastructure are in poor
condition. The Fortress is inadequately and insufficiently
used, its purpose and content lack the necessary diversity
and attraction, the number of visitors is low compared to its
potential, and maintenance is expensive, with income next
to none. The general condition of the physical structures
indicates that they are endangered by age, lack of
maintenance, humidity, settlement of soil, inappropriate
use, incorrect electrical wiring and overgrown greenery.
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This description of the general situation has been repeated
over the years in every plan.

The Sixties

A decade later, a new General Urban Plan (GUP) of 1961
introduced a new social and economic approach and
intense urbanization features, with new industrial zones
and further traffic modernization proposals. Construction of
Zezelj Bridge in the 1960s relocated the railroad from
Suburbium and the facades of the neighbourhood were
painted and decorated. The course of Danube was
redirected and the Quay was formed - including a
promenade next to the river and the new Officers’ Beach.

An industrial zone was created in Petrovaradin, while
Ribnjak was occupied by (summer) houses, despite the
urban plan’s intentention for it to be a central town park.
The plan proposed that any of the erected buildings unfit for
the fundamental purposes of social recreation, tourism and
hospitality must be demolished. This plan has gone
unenforced through the decades, with ever more houses
being erected and inhabited.

The Seventies

Industrialization and trafic modernization shaped the
development of Petrovaradin - reaching its peak in the
1970s. A new Management program for Petrovaradin
Fortress was adopted in 1972, Lovoturs Agency founded, the
Academy of Art and Astronomical Society were formed, and
multiple reconstructions performed. The planned purpose
for the Fortress remained culture and leisure, with
Suburbium as one of town’s hospitality centres. However, a
closer integration of Novi Sad and Petrovaradin was not
achieved. The adopted management plan declared the
active protection of the natural environment and built
heritage and introduced different protection regimes across
the entire site. Regrettably, built heritage continued to be
endangered, mostly due to lack of compatibility between
historical, social and cultural criteria and the technical and
economic means.

The GUP from 1974 envisioned a botanical garden and
amusement park, two specialized galleries, an open-air
theatre, a cinema and a park in the Hornwerk. The same
GUP listed guidelines for the development of urban
heritage: the preservation, renewal and reconstruction of
buildings and their environs, architectural details, street
matrix and roof heights, well-planned greenery, pedestrian
areas, monuments, an appropriate system of visual
information, colour designs and night-time lighting. Every
intervention must be in harmony with the whole, while the
entire site is evaluated on the principles of the social and
cultural demands of continuity of urban values, due to the
dangers of more efficient solutions in conditions of
decreased economic possibilities.

Several traffic solutions were proposed. One of the
proposals involved the construction of a pedestrian bridge
at the location of Varadinski Bridge with access to public
transport and the redirection of other traffic through an
expanded railway tunnel. The other included a pedestrian
bridge constructed on the piers of the old railroad bridge
together with the construction of an elevator to the Upper
Fortress. The repeated conclusion was that active traffic has
no place within the Fortress. Parking lots at entry points
were planned, along with an alternative distribution of
trafic throughout the complex. The issue of the
demilitarization of the entire complex was raised. Even



though the Fortress was listed as the first zone of urban
protection, this declared protection alone could not prevent
the deterioration caused by inappropriate use. The main
condition for the sustainable existence and development of
any building is active and responsible usage.

The Eighties

Successful industry and economy made Petrovaradin a
self-sustainable and prosperous municipality with means to
invest in further development. Expectedly, this resulted in
further changes to the population, including a constant
decline in the number of wine makers, craftsmen and
merchants, which led to changes in the urban environment
and a loss of genius loci. A detailed Urban Plan for
Petrovaradin Fortress was prepared by the end of 1980s,
and exhaustive all-encompassing documentation was
prepared on the basis of detailed research. A summary of
the existing situation underlined increasing neglect and a
halt in development. Specifically, buildings slated for initial
reconstruction works degraded further because of
insufficient investments and unsystematic reconstructions.
The plan included the relocation of Suburbium residents
and complete revitalization of the area, however, that
remained only an awkward idea.

The Nineties

In 1991, the Fortress was declared an immovable cultural
monument - a spatial, cultural, historical heritage site of
great importance. A Revitalization Program was adopted by
the mid-nineties (1996). It relied on a long-term
development perspective based on the Detailed Urban Plan
of 1991, which states that Petrovaradin Fortress should
become a cultural and tourist centre of the highest status.

This purpose can be interpreted as a reiteration of the
previously established principles for the site. The plan
further determines that the Fortress must be active on
multiple levels - to provide cultural content and host
cultural events, to be well connected (accessible) and to offer
sufficient accommodation facilities, as well as enough space
for sports and recreation. As the Fortress holds the status of
a cultural monument and is protected by law, it was stated
that future development must be based on the active use of
all existing capacities, with appropriate renewal or
revitalization, and that any new construction or any other
change must be reduced to a minimum and regulated
according to the laws of protection.

There was shift in property ownership, from largely public
to mainly private residential units, while business was still
mostly public. A basic division was made according to
civilian or military use. The Upper Fortress was far more
spatially regulated than Hornwerk and the neglected
Suburbium - the completely unregulated civilian area of
the Lower Fortress.

This Revitalization Program recognized and noted the
serious damage and unsatisfactory condition of the Fortress
underground, predominantly used by artists, but also the
City Greenery and some other individuals. These spaces
were adapted according to the needs and inclinations of the
users without any professional supervision. The fine idea to
use spaces for art studios turned into a problem by the fact
that the structure was usurped, degraded and permanently
damaged by uncontrolled and inadequate interventions.
Another problem is the privatization of exterior space and
the construction of (temporary) structures to form “yards.”
After research and rehabilitation, the planned purpose for
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the underground areas was culture, craftsmanship, tourism,
leisure and sports.

In the Upper Fortress, apart from the maintenance and
advancement of present capacities, new cultural and tourist
content was planned in the form of theatres, open air
stages, public restrooms and water fountains, and
appropriate crafts and trade. The Revitalization Program
recommended that, during the summer, the Upper Fortress,
together with the promenade and lookout towards town
should be used for theatre and concert events. Those
programs were partially realized throughout the years, with
a positive reception by citizens and visitors alike. The
relocation of the Historical Archives of the City of Novi Sad
and City Greenery from the Simple Barracks was planned,
followed by reconstruction works and infrastructure
maintenance. Similar purposes were planned for the
Hornwerk: education, culture, hospitality, retail, public
spaces, service industry, and an open-air stage.

The plan for Suburbium was to empty the ground floors
and repurpose the zone for business, trade, craftsmanship,
culture, art and hospitality. Demilitarization was once again
proposed, even though existing capacities were not
exhausted. Suburbium and the Lower Fortress repeatedly
suffered illegal use and degradation of buildings and
contents. New purposes, contents and events proposed by
the program were unfortunately short-lived or one-time,
while attempts at development and renewal failed due to
insufficient use. Several nightclubs around the Fortress
were counted as a program for youth. The general neglect
of “Water Town” (Wasserstadt) has had a surprisingly
positive effect. The area has remained unaffected by illegal
construction and as such presents the greatest potential out
of the entire complex.

The Buffer Zone became fertile ground for illegal
construction and replacement of original houses with
inappropriate construction, including residential buildings
in Ribnjak. Business developed along the main traffic
routes: Preradovi¢eva and Reljkovi¢eva streets. Formerly
successful companies and production plants closed or
deteriorated. Traffic reappeared as the main problem for
the successful functioning of the Fortress, and again traffic
relocation was proposed, with the construction of a bridge,
tunnel expansion, an elevator or a cable car suggested as
alternatives, as well. Another issue was the condition of
greenery and landscaping.

Petrovaradin Fortress stayed underdeveloped as a tourist
destination, with inadequate use of resources and
possibilities. In the 1999 bombing, bridges were destroyed.
Petrovaradin and Novi Sad were again divided, with only
barges and boats operating between them. Varadinski
Bridge was rebuilt relatively quickly, while the new railway
bridge still has not been constructed, even 18 years later.

The New Millennium

At the beginning of the new millennium the Fortress was “a
decrepit patient of one hundred and one diseases” (Jovanovic,
2003) which needed rehabilitation, revitalization and care,
as architect Slobodan Jovanovi¢ noted. His thoughts were
that the Fortress never lacked plans, visions and program
ideas; implementation was problematic - everyone failed in
realization.

Since 2001 the EXIT Festival has been happening in the
Fortress. Unfortunately, this fantastic idea and exceptional
cultural event has turned into, over the years, a “festival
occupation” of the monument, ignoring and excluding



regular users. Another activity, Museum Night attracts
audiences to Petrovaradin Fortress temporarily, the same as
other occasional public performances. During this time, a
number of civil associations that promote the Fortress are
founded. In 2016 the Street Musicians’ Festival moved to
Suburbium, promoting the atmosphere, potential and
possibilities of this peculiar urban area. The following year,
various cultural organizations joined the now-renamed
festival Gradi¢ Fest to gain even more visibility and bring
more visitors to Suburbium. Upcoming editions will show
the intended direction of development and the durability of
these tendencies.

The period of the 2000s brought a certain renewal of
buildings in Suburbium, albeit individual and sporadic. A
few hostels and hospitality facilities opened in Suburbium.
Atternpts to create new purposes are usually short lived due
to bad traffic conditions and deteriorating infrastructure.
Plenty of art studios within the Fortress are closed to
visitors; they are the subjects of illegal “trade” and misuse.

The conclusion is familiar - without systematic, continual
and constant effort there is no chance for the success and
implementation of positive changes. The Army is moving
out from certain (dilapidated) buildings, listing them for
sale. In 2015, a writing of the new Management plan has
begun.

Present

The current circumstances and growth tendencies of Novi
Sad in a wider context are between shifting from the
standstill with changes for the better and loss of identity,
resulting in a lack of strategic management and potentially
wrong decisions regarding the future of the monument
(with long term, sometimes even irreparable consequences),
which present risks for preservation of this unique site.

Cultural heritage requires more complex maintenance and
preservation, supported by an appropriate officially
allocated budget, but it also requires consciousness,
awareness and responsibility on behalf of the users. All that
can be raised by education and cooperation, by
encouraging affiliation with the community and the urban
area.

Apparent problems are, among others, lack of information
accompanied by bad infrastructure and utility services.
Lack of urban furnishings and landscaping represent
disinterest and negligence for this cultural property, its
users and visitors. Facade reconstruction in Suburbium has
already initiated changes, such as rising property values
which has ignited gentrification and speculative processes,
showing how positive efforts could have negative
consequences.

Apart from “visible” problems, there is also the significant
problem of “invisible” spaces that are extensively
devastated, neglected and abandoned, exposed to
usurpation and illegal use by individuals and self-organized
groups, contrary to procedures and the law. Sculptures that
formed an inseparable part of arranged open spaces are
now disappearing. Sports and recreation are not sufficiently
developed and represented.

Official tourist offerings and hospitality are at a basic level,
resulting in low expectations by visitors and a reproduction
of minimum standards which further inhibit demand and
interest. Locations on site are not being used for theatre,
cinema, music or other arts, which could provide a direct
and logical connection to the Academy of Arts in Novi Sad
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and great potential for the complex as a whole. Nonetheless,
the most recognizable problems are a lack of continual
cultural offerings and the absence of vital and transparent
institutions. A ban on private vehicles and the promotion of
public transportation, along with the organization of
accessible tourist, pedestrian, and cycling traffic routes (and
infrastructure) offer themselves as reasonable solutions,
even necessary conditions, and the next (first!?) step
towards the renewal and conservation of the site’s
architectural stock and the initiator of a subsequent
(positive) shift in purpose.

Analysis of planning
documentation

In this part we are offering an analysis of various planning
documents with the aim of determining the legal status,
laws and regulations, their implementation and
management of cultural heritage, as well as their impacts
and consequences. Almost every documents state that it is
crucial to carefully treat and use cultural heritage in a
sustainable way, yet little is actually done. The population is
unaware of the value of cultural heritage and institutions
have limited implementation mechanisms, which widens
the gap between the conditions of the Fortress on “paper”
and in real life. Plans differ in defining and setting the
boundaries of the protected area and in the level of legal
protection and implementation.

Al of the documents state the importance, value and
potential of Petrovaradin Fortress, with slight variations in
focus and formulation. The Fortress is simultaneously being
(at least declaratively) protected as a cultural monument,
built heritage, part of the natural landscape, part of a
protected water supply area, etc. This dispersion of values
means also the dispersion of responsibilities.

Another common trait of all the documents that we
analysed is that they all contain observations, conclusions
and recommendations, but lack concrete tools for
implementing and monitoring the recommendations and
regulations. Goals were not implemented but copied over
again. Compared to the actual conditions, the plans become
ever more abstract and too often absurd (like turning the
very dense settlement of Ribnjak into a park while
incorporating hundreds of existing houses).

Another interesting fact is the distancing from previous
plans that have been surpassed - as if a plan is some
independent body that is produced and implemented by
itself. The irreversible consequences of hasty decisions or
inaction are not even mentioned for the sake of evaluation
and future improvement. The lack of legal consequences for
illegal or harmful construction and the lack of institutional
power to influence the built environment in real time make
institutions self-absorbed and the documents outdated
before they are even published. They are describing an
(ideal) desired, not real, condition.

The most astonishing result of this analysis is that the two
main public institutions that are supposed to collaborate for
the common good - The Institute for Urbanism and The
Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments - are
actually not coordinated and are sometimes even
conflicting in their interests and recommendations.
Consequently, urban planners are not recognizing the
buffer zone of Petrovaradin Fortress nor the regulations and
recommendations from the Institutes for the Protection of
Cultural Monuments. The current General Urban Plan of



the city of Novi Sad (GUP 2021) from 2006 recognizes the
problems that plague the Fortress and forms some
recommendations for planning new infrastructure and
content. Unfortunately, these recommendations are hard to
implement in further plan development, or they are not
under the jurisdiction of the city. Experts also give
recommendations on how to define the operational aims
and tools for implementation, but what remains unclear is
who should enforce this and when. An important question
remains: what will happen with Wasserstadt if and when
the military leaves the premises, and whose regulations will
be more relevant and important? Whose recommendations
will be favoured and accepted? Residents are also
concerned with this change, as well as with many other
issues, as survey results show (see below).

The Law on the Spatial Plan for RS 2010 - 2020 (Zakon o
prostornom planu Republike Srbije od 2010 do 2020.
godine) references threatened cultural values, poor
affirmation of cultural heritage as a resource, the variable
status and treatment of heritage, illegal buildings, heavy
transport near cultural heritage, ownership disputes, and
other issues, ending with the idea that the “long term vision
of development of Serbia also implies the preservation and
protection of cultural heritage” and emphasizes that
Petrovaradin Fortress is a restoration priority (ZPPRS, 2010).
“The direct surroundings of Petrovaradin Fortress are
determined to be a supervised area (restricted), a special
zone that defines some of the components of protection,
although not protection in its entirety” (ZPPRS, 2010). The
Spatial Plan for RS gives directions and recommended tools
for implementation. Based on it, other spatial plans were
made, but not one for the City of Novi Sad. On the city level,
the Fortress is perceived as a “spatial, cultural and historical
landmark” (brochures, un/official web pages, etc).

The Decision on the Creation of a Regional Spatial Plan of
the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina (Odluka o
donosenju Regionalnog prostornog plana Autonomne
Pokrajine Vojvodine) defines and interprets heritage as
“wider areas ... and ... cultural landscapes” (Odluka o
donosenju RPP APV, 2011). It shows the discordance
between plans and regulations on the national and regional
levels, resulting in different, sometimes opposing
regulations and requirements from the responsible
institutions. Just as on the national level, the general
conditions are stated as bad, “insufficient and irregular care
without a plan..” (Odluka o dono3enju RPP APV, 2011). The
vision for the spatial development of the Autonomous
Province of Vojvodina in the cultural heritage domain
vaguely defines regulating principles, putting heritage
protection at the end of list. The Regional Spatial Plan of the
Autonomous Province of Vojvodina defines the Fortress as
part of the valuable homogenous Danube - Fruska Gora
region. An attractive climate for investments and tourism
are considered the most important for the plans on both
levels.

The Spatial Plan for the Special-Purpose Area - The
International Waterway E80 - Danube, primarily focusing
on the Danube River as a waterway and the huge touristic
potential of the area, concludes that “there is no plan to
follow in the treatment and presentation of heritage, which
is a problem,” and “after research and conservation,
(heritage sites) are abandoned and forgotten” (Prostorni
plan podrudja posebne namene medunarodnog plovnog
puta E80 - Dunav (Panevropski koridor VII), 2010). This
plan sees natural and cultural heritage as connected and
integral. In line with the national-level plan, it prioritizes the
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prevention of future illegal construction and the recovery of
existing buildings (though building laws dont assume
removal). Again, the touristic and economic potentials are
the main motivation.

The Decision on the Creation of the Spatial Plan for Special
Purpose Area - Fruska Gora Mountain (Odluka o donosenju
Prostornog plana podrudja posebne namene Fruske gore do
2022. godine)includes the whole municipality of
Petrovaradin. It states that “Petrovaradin is a place where
individual monuments cannot be singled out, because as a
whole, it represents heritage that should be protected” (Odluka
o dono$enju Prostornog plana podrucja posebne namene
Fruske gore do 2022. godine [Odluka o dono3enju PP PPN
FG do 2022. g], 2004). The decision further states that “the
Fortress, Suburbium, churches and monasteries, public,
residential and military objects inherited from the past are a
homogenous whole, unique in Vojvodina, and
beyond” (Odluka o donoSenju PP PPN FG do 2022. g,
2004).

The Spatial Plan for the Special-Purpose Area - Special
Nature Reserve “Kovilj-Petrovaradin Marshland” (“Prostorni
plan podrucja posebne namene Specijalni rezervat prirode
“Koviljsko-petrovaradinski rit” [PP PSN SRP “Koviljsko-
petrovaradinski rit"]) sees “the Fortress as space with
accumulated touristic attractiveness” (PP PSN SRP
“Koviljsko-petrovaradinski rit”, 2012).

The Spatial Plan of the City of Novi Sad (Prostorni plan
Grada Novog Sada [PP GNS]) recognizes the Fortress with
Suburbium as a space for work and the development of
cultural institutions by “favouring cultural contents as the
main purpose of the objects” (Prostorni plan Grada Novog
Sada [PP GNS], 2012). Further, “Suburbium is very
attractive, and with (re)arrangement of this area, the
Petrovaradin coastal area would become an important
touristic zone.” (PP GNS, 2012).

The Plan of the Detailed Regulation of Petrovaradin Fortress
in Novi Sad determines the rules for building within the
coverage defined by the GUP - Fortress with Suburbium
and park surfaces around. The plan lists the Fortress a “the
city’s most beautiful park area” (Plan detaljne regulacije
Petrovaradinske tvrdave u Novom Sadu [PDR PT NS],
2010). The building of new structures is planned
restrictively and primarily within the Upper Fortress - as the
reconstruction of buildings removed after WW2 - and
within Suburbium, on free plots, so as to supplement the
characteristic border type blocks. The plan defines the
regulations for the reconstruction other parts of the original
complex, as well. This construction is in line with measures
written by the responsible preservation institution. The plan
covers water supply and sewage solutions, especially in
Suburbium, where these are in “particularly bad
condition” (PDR PT NS, 2010). The plumbing would go
through a tunnel.

The traffic infrastructure keeps the existing network of
streets and plans, along with the building of a new bridge
on the existing columns of the former Franz Josef Bridge.
The new bridge would continue through the existing tunnel,
which would be broadened. A new means of transportation
would be introduced in the form of a rail line over the
Varadin Bridge - through Preradovi¢eva and Belgrade
streets. The plan also introduces new locations for car
parking around the Upper Fortress and Suburbium. The
Plan of the Detailed Regulation of the Bridge on the Route
of the Former Franc Josef Bridge in Novi Sad explains that
the construction of the bridge acts as a condition for the



removal of automotive traffic from Suburbium, which is,
again, conditioned for revitalisation. The design and
construction of the bridge is directly determined by the
winning idea in a competition 2008. The most important
limitations were the “incorporation of the existing columns
of the former bridge and the protection of the spatial and
visual domination of the Fortress” (from the competition in
2008). Various Studies for the Production of a New General
Urban Plan of the City of Novi Sad until 2030) specifies that
the pedestrianization of Suburbium depends on the
building of the new bridge and that cycling lanes were not
planned but are now proposed. Further, it argues that the
Fortress is a special kind of green area of Novi Sad, due to
its valuable heritage and cultural content.

The General Urban Plan of the City of Novi Sad until 2021
(Generalni plan Novog Sada do 2021. godine [ GUP NS
2021]) mentions the Fortress with Suburbium as a
“preferential urban zone ... an area of strategic importance
for the city’s development ..” (GUP NS 2021, 2006) ; “great
potential” is a formulation that all plans share, as well as
“(best possible) protection” of institutions and nature.
Several documents suggest “the favouring of cultural
contents as the main purpose of the structures within the
Fortress and Suburbium” (GUP NS 2000, 1974; GUP NS
2005, 1985; GUP NS 2001, 1991). GUP NS 2021 states: “the
Fortress with Suburbium will develop according to special
programs, and space will be arranged within the protection
regime” (GUP NS 2021, 2006).

Perceptions, needs and
attitudes of Fortress users

In order to determine the perceptions, needs and attitudes
of users of Petrovaradin Fortress with its buffer zone, we
implemented two surveys - one in the Fortress and the
other, slightly adjusted to zone specificities, in the buffer
zone. The surveys were conducted via internet and by direct
interviews. A total of 200 survey sheets were distributed in
the Fortress (Upper Fortress and Lower town) and 100 in the
buffer zone. We received 52 responds from the Lower Town,
7 from the Upper Fortress and 21 from the buffer zone. Most
eager to participate and even promote the survey were
residents of Suburbium, while the least willing were users of
spaces within the Upper Fortress: artists using studios and
business owners/managers. Although 17 respondents of the
buffer zone expressed very strong feelings of connection
with the Fortress complex, only 5 of them knew that this
part belongs to the protected area, while 16 of the
respondents were not aware of that fact.

Upper Fortress users and residents

Four out of seven respondents are the employees in public /
cultural institutions located at the Upper Fortress. The
remaining are two resident artists and one visiting
photographer. All agree that the spaces are worn out and
need infrastructural improvement. They point out poor
physical conditions, i.e. a lack of toilets in the Planetarium,
inadequate spatial conditions for the Museum and similar.
Desired changes within the next five years include proper
reconstruction of buildings, removal of the Exit festival from
the Fortress, better general safety, a cable car connecting the
city and the Fortress, pedestrianisation of Suburbium, the
formation of a public enterprise responsible for the Fortress,
better usage of space, diverse cultural offers and an open
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gallery for all artists working in the Fortress. As for ongoing
improvements, respondents agree that repainting fagades
in Suburbium is needed, but they are afraid that
beautifying is not enough and will be short-lived without
proper reconstruction and revitalisation of the entire area.
Four of them consider the cultural offer to be good, one
thinks it is average, and two consider it poor. Significant
differences in answers between Fortress and Suburbium
respondents related to traffic, concerning both pollution and
noise. While in Suburbium traffic is an important issue and
a source of dissatisfaction, the Fortress is buffered from the
negative influences of traffic.

These respondents generally perceive taxes and rent
expenses as high. Six out of seven consider that there are
enough but not too many visitors and tourists. Four
respondents note to the troubles with plumbing and
sewage, three with roofs and facades. Also, four consider
noise from festivals and events to be too high, and three
think noise and pollution from traffic is high. At the same
time, three respondents consider public transport not
frequent enough and that there are not enough places to
park bicycles, while six consider car parking insufficient.
Four consider sport and leisure infrastructure insufficient.
Nobody is satisfied with the general state and look of
Petrovaradin Quay and Officers’ Beach, and the safety of
Suburbium and other parts.

Only one respondent is satisfied with zones for pedestrians.
Again, one is happy with greenery in all areas of Fortress,
while two respondents are satisfied with the general
condition of structures. Nobody thinks cycling is safe and
adequate in Petrovaradin; two persons think the opposite
for automotive traffic; four of them are in favour of banning
traffic within the Fortress complex, while two of them wish
for the removal of traffic only from the Upper Fortress. Five
persons think parking for residents and visitors should be
separated. The same number is dissatished with urban
furnishings, and five are for the reconstruction of the whole
Fortress. Six respondents hope for developed open spaces
and open-air events, as well as cultural institutions, while
everybody thinks that artistic studios should be open to the
public.

Although everybody wants more touristic infrastructure,
more than half wouldn't accept more cafes and restaurants.
Five think there should be more spaces and happenings for
young people, but only two support more spaces for
nightlife. Five think there should be more content for the
elderly, and four that tranquillity should return to
Suburbium. Four agree that the army should leave the
premises. Two are satisfied with the availability of shops
and services. Regarding the rise in tourist accommodation:
two institutions that strive to attract more visitors support
the idea; the same number oppose it.

As for the protected area management, only one feels
involved in decision-making processes, two think that
management is transparent and every opinion valued,
while four consider that they could actively contribute to
responsible future development. The impression is that
there should be more publications about the Fortress and
an alternative space for the Exit festival.

Lower Town inhabitants

Compared to the seven answers coming from the Fortress
zone, the 52 answers from Suburbium is a more
representative sample, especially since people from every
street responded. Half of respondents are residents and half



are there for business - owners of spaces and businesses,
workers, cultural workers and artists, tourism and
hospitality workers, army and healthcare employees,
visitors of sports and religious facilities.

Gender-wise, there were 29 female and 23 male survey
participants. In terms of age, respondents come across all
age groups. Considering education and occupation, a
complex image emerges, with many different professions
practised and all levels of education - the majority of
respondents completed either a high school or a university
degree. More than half of those interviewed have lived or
used spaces within the complex for more than 10 years, and
12 have been there since birth. These numbers (together
with additional comments) crosscompared with answers
and attitudes regarding leaving Suburbium show a strong
sense of belonging, ownership and community. The reasons
for buying/renting space within the Fortress complex can
be divided into two major groups: one deliberately deciding
to come/stay in Suburbium due to its “proximity to the city
(Novi Sad) centre, the Danube and the Fortress at the same
time” and because of the beauty and uniqueness of the
space (that inspires artwork), while the other group is there
as a result of circumstances (job location, inherited space,
being born there, etc.).

Despite crumbling infrastructure, dampness, noise, even
toilets that are outside residential units, the majority of
respondents do not ever think about leaving Suburbium. A
few indicated that they would leave due to the low living
standards, or for a newer/bigger unit if there was the
opportunity, but are now having second thoughts, since
they hope for higher property values and a better profit in
the near future. Some of them recognize their neighbours
as the main obstacle for improvement and upgrading, and
fear gentrification as the only possible force to force them
out. As for changes in particular spaces that participants
use, the majority agree upon improving infrastructure -
particularly in terms of moisture and roofing (which are
being repaired currently through the repair of facades). A
number of residents doubt that full improvement will
happen soon, due to the perception that many residents are
disrespectful and negligent towards their neighbours and
the wider environment (corridors, courtyards, etc.). Business
users also have doubts about change because they consider
the Fortress to be remote from those who make decisions
and allocate funding.

Respondents’ desired changes over the next 5 years include
various infrastructure improvements. Almost half of the
respondents are emphasizing the need to finally solve the
traffic issue and turn Suburbium into a pedestrian zone,
with a plenitude of urban greenery, better street lights and
other basic urban furnishings. It is interesting that
approximately one third of those interviewed expect
program and content development pretty much in line with
the Novi Sad GUP and based on other pedestrian zone
models. Arts and crafts are also at the top of the list of
expectations, followed by the relocation of festivals, which
are perceived as a threat by 7 of the respondents. An overall
impression is that everybody almost secretly and shyly
wishes for a rise in property values and perceives that as a
chance for becoming a luxurious neighbourhood. The
reconstruction of facades polarizes opinions, ranging from
great satisfaction and gratefulness for any improvement,
praising the quality of work, to utter disappointment that
such works are being done before the traffic problem is
solved and without infrastructure improvements or work on
interior spaces, calling everything Potemkin villages.
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Everybody strongly doubts the lasting effects and fear that
soon the buildings will go back to their previous state.

As main problems, 46 of the respondents highlight noise
and pollution from traffic (but only 24 highlight the same
issues with festivals and events), lack of parking for cars (39
respondents) and bicycles (44 respondents), and sports and
leisure infrastructure (38 respondents). On the contrary, 3
respondents indicated problems with neighbours, while the
legalization and inability to improve space, as well as high
expenses for rent and taxes are not seen as priorities, with
only 8 respondents perceiving them as problems, while
others do not. The number of tourists is perceived as non-
invasive by 39 respondents, while 30 respondents consider
the offers for them and residents to be insufficient. In all, 35
respondents would like to see better and more diverse
cultural and touristic offers. Depending on exact location, 27
of the answers highlight infrastructure issues, such as
facades, roofs and dampness, while another group of
respondents does not recognize this as a problem.

The level of satisfaction with everything is very low,
dropping to minimal in regard to urban furnishings and
pedestrian space. Everything is ranked significantly bad,
with more than half of respondents dissatisfied with
everything. The only slight exception the Officers’ Beach for
which 3 respondents claimed a positive level of satisfaction.

Thus, only dissatisfaction can be presented: 41 for the level
of safety and cycling infrastructure; 33 for pedestrian
infrastructure; 48 regarding urban furnishings; and 47 for
services and the supply of everyday goods. Cleanliness
across the Fortress complex is ranked poorly, with 32
respondents being dissatisfied, and the state of the built
environment is considered poor by 43 respondents. Car
traffic is perceived as inadequate by 31, and the same
number considers the condition of greenery to be poor.

A majority of respondents in Suburbium (35) welcomes
more cultural events, including festivals, and 44 are for
open-air events. Practically everybody supports a higher
overall capacity for tourism, and 28 support more
accommodation, which differs from other groups. When it
comes to restaurants / cafes opinions are divided by thirds
- accurately showing the conflicting standpoints of the
interviewed citizens and users. However, 49 respondents
agree on abolishing car traffic and separating parking lots
for residents and visitors. All respondents support further
reconstruction of the Fortress. In total, 49 respondents
support the idea of more and diverse public spaces, along
with more cultural institutions and non-commercial
programs, and more space for children (46 for seniors). In
all, 45 agree that the army should leave the complex, and
42 want the ateliers open for the public, which was one of
the conditions for usage; 43 respondents value tranquillity.

Five respondents consider the Fortress complex management
to be transparent, as opposed to 44 that do not. Six consider
themselves to be involved in decision-making processes,
while 46 feel left out. In total, 19 think that they could
contribute to the development of the complex, but 26 doubt
that. And finally, 23 answered that different and
marginalized voices are not heard and counted, while 19
think the opposite.

Buffer zone inhabitants

Within the buffer zone, 15 respondents are residents, while
6 run businesses. Students are not renting apartments in
this zone, partially because of the lack of available
residential space. As in the Fortress and Suburbium



samples, residents and users of the buffer zone emphasize
that they like their space and the area due to its proximity to
“everything” - the city and nature, the Danube and Fruska
Gora. Only 2 respondents would change their space - to get
a bigger one; the other 19 answered that they would not. As
for change within or around their space, 3 respondents
highlighted infrastructural improvements. The next 5 years
would ideally bring improvement in infrastructure, general
safety, regular maintenance, traffic removal, the expansion
of pedestrian zones, more and better public space, open
green areas and sports facilities, cultural institutions and
offers. Again, as in the Fortress and Suburbium samples,
one respondent proposes a cable car. Current protection
and transparent management are repeated in several
answers to various questions. Strong sense of connection
with Fortress is present, and 15 of respondents visit it every
day / very frequent. There is not even one person that
doesn'’t go at least once per year.

Respondents regard facade repainting efforts as needed but
consider them to be slow and insufficient without the
renovation and restoration of the entire structure. The
concern that everything will be the same again very soon is
backed up by the example of the Belgrade Gate. Regarding
the shortcomings of the examined area, the answers
include noise, parking and heavy transport, communal
hygiene and equipment, and infrastructure and supply.
Advantages are the closeness and beauty of nature,
combined with the closeness of city services. When
compared to other parts of Novi Sad, bad public transport
connections, heavy transport in residential areas, poor
maintenance, and lack of strategic public investments are
recurring issues.

Problems underlined include high expenses for tax, the lack
of sports and recreational facilities, the lack of cultural
offers, and limited car parking. Half of respondents consider
traffic noise and pollution too high, answering similar to
Suburbium respondents. Other problems depend on the
exact spaces and are not influenced by the proximity of the
Fortress or buffer zone. Satisfaction with greenery changes
with the location of respondents, something which also
occurs in relation to the variety of shops and services,
impressions about traffic - pedestrian, bicycle and
automotive. For all of these, responses typically depend on
participation in the activity and its location.

Strong dissatisfaction is expressed with the cleanliness of
the area, same as with state of Officers’ Beach and Quay.
Fifteen respondents are very unhappy with the condition of
the Fortress. Five consider the urban furnishings satisfying,
while 15 think the opposite. Nuances appear in terms of
satisfaction with the safety of the Fortress and the safety of
the buffer zone, with more than half of respondents
showing dissatisfaction with both and only 6 being satisfied
with both.

The answers portray strong support (18 agree, with not one
against) for more cultural events, institutions and contents,
open-air events, non-commercial spaces, spaces and
contents for the elderly, reconstruction of the whole Fortress
and the opening of the artistic studios to the public.
Everybody thinks more touristic infrastructure (sign posts,
info centre, etc.) is necessary, a figure which drops to 18
when it comes to tourist accommodation capacity and more
spaces and facilities for children; 16 favour banning traffic
in the Fortress; 14 are for the military leaving the area. Half
of all respondents think positively about the return of
tranquillity and silence in Suburbium, while the responses
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shift towards indifference regarding cafes and restaurants
and opposition to nightclubs.

Respondents see the greater autonomy of Petrovaradin
municipality as a precondition for smarter investments in
the Fortress and greater involvement in decision processes.
Few recognise the illegally built structures as an obstacle for
returning the Fortress as close as it can be to its original
condition. There is a single idea to start charging for
entrance to the Fortress, as well as charging for parking.
Another idea is to offer free transport from Novi Sad /
Suburbium to the Fortress to intensify touristic development.

Conclusions

An overview of urban plans and monument protection
documents throughout history until today showed that not
much has changed regarding the intentions and purposes
since the 1950s. An analysis of the current condition, along
with urban and revitalization plans, shows the same
purposes applied, similar ideas and solutions recommended,
while the situation worsens through time. A commonality
for all plans is that very few ideas were actually realized.
The current facade reconstructions are a precedent set by
the civic administration of Petrovaradin Fortress. Their
importance lies in raising awareness and turning the
spotlight on the Fortress - as preconditions for future
changes.

Field research ascertained the mixed purposes in the HUL:
residential, business, service, military, cultural, institutional,
artistic, educational, recreational, religious, healthcare,
touristic and festival, municipal purposes - public
enterprises, the city centre, and hospitality sites, along with
their users, coexist alone, communicating within their
community, with the Fortress only as a circumstantial
backdrop for their existence/activities. The problems of
Petrovaradin Fortress include traffic, inadequate infrastructure,
the general poor condition of buildings and spaces, the lack
of a specially allocated budget for systematic restoration, the
lack of content and services, inadequate tourist offers,
festival “occupation”, the presence of the military, the
devastation of unused spaces, and the current and potential
misuse of spaces during the process of complete
demilitarization. The visible deficiency of services, public
spaces, content, information and adequate infrastructure,
as well as problems caused by traffic, are perceived and
accepted as given.

Users of this specific area are there intentionally or
circumstantially, using space freely, some responsibly and
with great pleasure, understanding the benefits and
problems in being part of the HUL; a few even express
visions for the future and propose solutions, but nobody
expresses responsibility for the current state of affairs. It is
common for most people to express a distancing statement,
such as “they should..”, often without any idea who “they”
are. Though everyone could use the space, only
conservators should preserve it, which is impossible for
many reasons, including the fact that institutions are acting
without mutual communication. Both plans and users
agree on the importance of the Fortress and the need for
thorough revitalization. Inadequate renovation - without
permissions, without sufficient education, etc. - is also a
threat.

The survey conducted shows different, sometimes
contrasting views of residents and users, as expected, since
their needs and the roles they perform differ. A sense of



ownership and commitment are expressed in high
percentages, but irresponsible, selfish, even malicious
intentions are also present in terms of the spaces that are
allocated/used. Only one artist from the Fortress zone
participated in the survey, confirming that plenty of others,
together with various “illegal” studio renters, wish to
maintain the status quo, since they benefit from the
dispersed responsibilities.

Participants are generally enthusiastic about further
development and changes, while simultaneously concerned
with the durability of current facade works. Residents are
kept in anticipation of somebody else's decision about their
stay or relocation, unsure of their rights. The result is
minimal or no investment in the property they use; a
restrictive financial situation contributes to the inaction.

One half of survey respondents fear gentrification - profit-
driven, uncontrolled and invasive interventions in the built
environment that might devalue and endanger the whole
area. Some emphasize safety as the first condition for any
improvement. Recurring proposals include the improvement
of the Danube beach and Quay, the formation of an official
communal enterprise responsible for the maintenance and
improvement of Petrovaradin Fortress - open, transparent,
made of experts, not politicians, and concerned with users’
needs and opinions. There were a few slightly extreme
ideas, like enclosing Suburbium and charge tickets for
entrance. We find it surprising and slightly disappointing
how easily and without proper rebellion the residents/users
accept and endure the poor (living) conditions and poor
state of the buildings. Everything is attributed to the old
building stock and the uniqueness of this urban area, which
justifies all - including the complete neglect of public/city
services, like the non-existent urban furnishings, lack of
vision and strategy, and decades of bad official
maintenance and support that other parts of Novi Sad
commonly receive.

The Fortress has touristic potential, as a possible attraction;
the City of Novi Sad and most residents see it as a symbol -
a representation and an idea - yet without proper
knowledge of its history, not concerned with visions for the
future. It is used as a festival stage, promenade, and lately
also as a billboard. The Fortress is perceived as a default
and unchangeable entity, a completely separate and remote
part of town. Novi Sad citizens rarely visit it per se - usually
with foreign guests. The most common visits are to the
restaurants, sometimes the museum, while the residents of
Suburbium and the buffer zone perceive it as personal
property - their private backyard. The respect and affinity
that local residents express differs slightly from the attitude
of other citizens of Novi Sad: Suburbians take pride living
in a part of town that is a common good and a symbol - not
just any urban quarter.

Protection of its features depends on responsible and
intelligent use of its potential. A crucial task for residents,
professionals and decision makers is to recognize and
prevent potential dangers, manifested in the form of
gentrification, consumer tourism and changes in
population and user structure, in order to bring it closer to
its verified values and create circumstances for
development and the improvement of living conditions in
an 18th-century historical town.

To conclude, we think that it is not enough to create
conditions for change; it is crucial that experts - backed by
science and administration - responsibly manage these
changes. Achieving adequate use and strategic
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development of the area is only possible by respecting
everyone's rights and conducting participatory planning,
based on the clearly defined needs of the local population
and the users of the space.
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‘The fortress that has welcomed seven or eight crowned heads during the Middle Ages
cannot be taken just like that ... This is what we do not know, what we did not want to know

Introduction

The practice of heritage preservation and revitalization is
often faced with the problem of identifying and mapping
different interpretations of the heritage that exist in the local
community and the wider social environment. Existing
mechanisms for participation of citizens, individuals,
groups and organizations in the interpretation, preservation
and revitalization of heritage obviously do not meet the
needs of increasingly complex, heterogeneous and dynamic
social reality. Therefore, the scope (horizon) of publicly
recognized interpretations of heritage is usually narrowed,
impoverished or even “alienated” from the social reality in
which it exists. It can be especially hard to find the marginal
narratives, as potential interpretations, because they are
“invisible” and distant from the mainstream social and
cultural flows. In addition, various narratives and
interpretations of heritage often do not intersect, leading to
a series of latent misunderstandings and “interpretative
conflicts”. The role of experts in such circumstances is no
longer to deliver the expertise, but also to identify, gather,
confront and mediate a wider spectrum of different visions
and interpretations of heritage.

The sociological approach situates these issues in a wider
social context. Heritage interpretation is not seen as an
isolated problem - rather it is linked to the social actors and
the social structures that make them more or less visible,
effective and influential. Therefore, we understand heritage
as a dynamic social process and not as a static material
artefact (Pajvanci¢ - Cizelj and Maksimov, 2016). In
addition, heritage interpretation is seen as a highly political
process, malleable to the needs of power and often subject
to contestation (McDowell, 2008). Heritage interpretation,
as central to understanding the wider characteristics of
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or what we know but want to forget.”

heritage itself, can be defined as the constellation of
communicative techniques that attempt to convey the
public values, significance, and meanings of a heritage site,
object, or tradition (Silberman, 2013).

From the sociological point of view, we find particularly
relevant Silberman’s (2013) concept about heritage
interpretation as public discourse. Relying on Habermas’
theory of communicative action, this author offers a
paradigm of interpretation as a shared - and ongoing -
public activity, in which many voices are heard. “Public
interpretation can be an activity where all these distinct
modes of cognition are encouraged to be openly expressed
and reveal themselves to each other, each enriching all the
others with unexpected understandings and insights about
the significance and value of heritage” (Silberman, 2013: 7).
The principle behind the inclusion or exclusion of certain
interpretations from the public sphere can be seen as the
selective use of the past to legitimate ideologies in the
present (McDowell, 2008; Marinkovi¢ and Risti¢, 2013;
2016). This line of analysis opens several important issues:
a) the different ability of individuals and social groups to
participate in heritage interpretation as public discourse; b)
the strategies that different actors of interpretation use in
order to make themselves visible and productive within this
public discourse; and c) the structure of the discursive
space around the heritage sites, as well as its roles and
functions within the wider social context.



Research methodology

The main goal of this research is to map and describe
different interpretations and narratives about the heritage
of Petrovaradin Fortress as well as to recognize the social
actors that articulate them. The purpose of the research is to
offer sociological explanations of the Fortress’ diverse
heritage interpretations, leading to more inclusive strategies
of heritage interpretation, preservation, and management.
Following this purpose, the research tasks are as follows:

recognition of interpretive strategies on the ground;

mapping narratives within each interpretation; analysis
and comparison of different narratives and interpretations
in terms of their visibility and representation within public
discourse; recognition of the potentials of different
narratives and interpretations.

We make an analytical distinction between heritage
interpretation and the narrative about heritage.
Interpretations of Petrovaradin Fortress are seen as formed
and articulated strategies - such as the museum exhibition
or tourist guides - while narratives about the Fortress
include stories about the Fortress, more or less
systematized, that can have a function of interpretation -
from personal stories and “private histories” of the local
population to the specific visions of experts and activists.
We accepted the definition of a narrative as the type of
discourse or story that has a symbolized account of action
and links a series of events (Sarbin, 1986). In order to
recognize that something is a narrative, we adopted the
following criteria: a) that it has a beginning, a middle and
an end; b) that it is oriented towards the past; c) that it is
linear; d) that it has a plot; e) that it makes sense for the one
who is talking (Denzin, 1989). Taking into account these
criteria, we have found different narratives about
Petrovaradin Fortress. They are generated by different
actors and differ in their content as well. Narratives are thus
more personal and subjective - deeply connected with the
everyday experience of social actors. They provide
resources and insights on how the Fortress can be
interpreted. For the purpose of this paper, we accept the
assumption that narratives and interpretations are not
different and mutually exclusive terms, and approach to
them within the continuum.

Our general assumption is that in practice we can find a
wide range of different narratives and interpretations about
the Fortress and its heritage - not all of them being equally
visible, represented or intersected in the public discourse.
Starting from the assumption about the conflicting nature
of urban reality (Basan, 2011), these different interpretations
and narratives are described through the prism of power
relations. Therefore, the specific aim of the research is to
identify marginal, neglected and alternative narratives and
their carriers, as well as to map - if there are any -
interpretive strategies. Finally, our intention was to
recognize the potentials of emerging narratives and
interpretations as well as the strategies, within the
discursive space of Petrovaradin Fortress - conceived as a
significant part of the public discourse.

The analytical framework of the research is situational
analysis, as a contemporary theoretical and methodological
framework in qualitative social research. Situational
analysis allows researchers to connect discourse analysis -
or the analysis of interpretations and narratives in our case
- with the analysis of social actors and practices. According
to Adele Clarke (2005), this methodological framework is
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adapted to the study of complex situations. It implies the
use of several research techniques - also applied in this
research - such as case study, interview and document
analysis. Situational analysis helped us to make the
research design and, in part, to interpret the results.

In this research, Petrovaradin Fortress (Upper Fortress and
Lower Town) is the case, or in terms of situational analysis -
a situation. Interviews, content (document) analysis and
participant observation (of interpretation sites) were the
basic research techniques.

For the interviews, we used purposive sampling. We
interviewed individuals as representatives of groups and
organizations that we assumed to have specific - dominant,
insufficiently represented, or alternative narratives and
interpretations about the Fortress. We selected further
informants by using the snowball method. The research
sample consisted of eighteen interviews. Informants were
the residents of the Fortress’ Lower Town, representatives of
government organizations and institutions, and members
of civil society organizations (CSO) engaged in heritage
protection - including CSOs of national minorities and
experts in the field of heritage protection, architecture and
urbanism, history, archaeology, art and tourism. For the
purpose of this research, we classified our informants as: 1)
experts and 2) citizens and activists, with the idea about two
main types of heritage interpretation: objective, scientific
interpretation and interpretation based on collective
identity.

The sample for the document and content analysis was

based on accessibility - randomly chosen texts about the

Fortress that are accessible to the average tourist or citizen

of Novi Sad (when visiting the Tourist Organization’s offices,

Internet presentations and bookstores). This material is

classified as follows:

1. Printed content: tourist information - brochures,
booklets, maps, books and guides.

2. Digital content: Internet presentations - website of the
Tourist Organization of the city of Novi Sad, official
website of city of Novi Sad, Facebook pages, informal
internet presentations and texts about the Fortress and
the Lower Town, Google search pages, Wikipedia,
Festivals (Exit, Tamburica Fest, Street Musicians’
Festival / Gradi¢ Fest), online media and newspapers
materials.

The sample for the analysis of the interpretation sites

included:

1. Museum exhibitions (Permanent exhibition - the City
Museum of Novi Sad; Exhibition “Reconstruction of
the Lower Town of Petrovaradin Fortress” - Military
Hospital);

2. Walking tours (organized by Scenatoria and the tourist
organization Explore Novi Sad);

3. Signalization - traffic and tourist signs.

Although the sample of this research was extensive, it was
not representative. As this research was - to the best of our
knowledge - the first attempt to map the discursive space of
narratives and interpretations of Petrovaradin Fortress, we
designed it as an exploratory research project. Our aim was
to map and identify different aspects in the field, without a
completely defined hypothetical framework - to be tested
on the representative sample.



Interpretation of results

The exploratory character of this research did not leave
much room for generalization. We could not be quite sure
that all of our informants - although carefully chosen - are
representing the majority of people (within or outside the
professional circles of experts, citizens and inhabitants of
the Lower Town or CSOs). To keep that in mind, we start our
interpretation with the so-called situational map - in which
we present the diversity of elements in our research
situation. Our situation is Petrovaradin Fortress with its
Lower Town. The function of this map (Figure 2.2.1) is to
illustrate the complexity of this kind of situation and subject
- Petrovaradin Fortress is the key unit of analysis, but it can
be approached from different perspectives and with
different purposes. This kind of map, and situational
analysis in general, allows us to “draw together studies of
discourse and agency, action and structure, image, text and
context, history and the present moment - to analyse
complex situations of inquiry broadly conceived” (Clarke,
2005: xxii). As we can see, a lot of different actors and
actants are involved in the situation. There are many
elements of the situation beyond our focus, but hopefully,
this graphic representation can aid in the process of
understanding the problem of historical and heritage
interpretations and narratives that are within the scope of
our research.

Interpretations as objective documentation

of heritage sites: The role of experts

Most of our informants were experts from the fields of
heritage protection, architecture and urbanism, art history,
history and archaeology. All of them are currently working
or had been employed earlier in public institutions with
direct jurisdiction over the Fortress. Thus we assumed that
they are to be recognized among the key actors of
interpretations in the form of accurate and objective
documentation of heritage sites.

All interviewed experts claim that the Fortress is
insufficiently valued - there is the huge gap between the
potential and the actual use. They see the problem in the
shortcomings of its interpretation:

We have not valued it the right way. Only when people
understand that the Fortress is everything that we see
from the quay, when we stand near the Monument of
the Victims of the Raid, the entire space and not just the
Clock Tower ... then it will be adequately evaluated.
(conservator)

And that place where everyone goes - the Clock Tower,
is just the tip of the iceberg ... And we, including myself,
we do not know what to do with that. There's just
nothing to pull you there...(historian)

This entrance into the Lower Town is not very attractive.
We do not want to cross over, because we do not know
where to cross, and if we cross it, that staircase is
narrow, dirty, full of dust, horror. The direction that leads
to Strossmayer Street is a bit better, so we go there ... but
again it is not good... you have to go around. There is a
huge barrier - not just a mental one when we must go
over the bridge, but also the one when we come, and
don't know where to go further. There is nothing to
embrace us there. (urbanist)
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We were complaining when NATO was bombing us,
when the bridge was demolished - we do not have
access, we cannot cross ... exactly. Now we got the
bridge, we got a wide and beautiful pedestrian space ...
but we are still not going there. (archaeologist)

The results of the previous research (Pajvanci¢ - Cizelj,
2016), conducted on a representative sample of the general
population in Novi Sad, confirm these claims. Although all
respondents have visited the Fortress at least once in their
lives, there is a significant percentage of those who have not
visited the Fortress for several years (16%). The same
research has shown that most of the Fortress' space is not
used, and those spaces which are in use usually have just
casual visitors, not regular ones. In the perceptions of
citizens, the fortress is mostly reduced to the central plateau
and the Clock Tower (see more in: Pajvanci¢ - Cizelj, 2016).
Since the use of the Fortress is closely related to its
presentation and interpretation in public, it can be assumed
that the cause of the insufficient use is related to the lack of
an interpretative framework that would offer new meanings
or functions for the wider space on which the Fortress is
located. In other words, how the Fortress is used and to what
extent largely depends on who interprets it, in what way,
and which part of it is selected as the focus of
interpretation.

All the interviewed actors, both the experts and citizens,
have a “broad picture” and knowledge about the Fortress.
They clearly recognize the importance of some parts of the
Fortress and its surroundings that are still not widely visible
and interpreted in public - thus staying “invisible” and
underused.

The fortress is much bigger than we can imagine. The
size of the Fortress should be imagined like this: there
were about two thousand horses within it. Two
thousand! You must place them, feed them, take care of
them somewhere. How many people had to take care of
them? Where the RTV is being built now, there was a
field for them to run all away to Kamenica. We still don’t
have the access to this moat behind a military hospital.
It's a huge space. And then the “Officers’ Beach’, where
the Zezelj Bridge passes, it actually cuts off the “winter
port” There was a so called “winter port” for the navy,
where the ships were placed during the winter. (Citizen
from the Lower Town)

There is one important thing about the Fortress. That is
tragedy. Tragedy because what was imagined was not
realized. We were announcing an open competition for
the conceptual solution for Miseluk. That was supposed
to be the nicest part of Novi Sad. But everything went
wrong. And there is no Fortress without the Miseluk, nor
Miseluk without the Fortress. That's going to go together,
they go together. (former mayor of Novi Sad)

Our respondents also pointed out that public attention
precedes both use and interpretation. Only after an object
enters into the focus of the public (for one reason or
another), the path for the generation of new interpretations
and the mobilization of existing ones is opened.

One of the respondents, the former mayor of the city of
Novi Sad (from the 1970’s) confirmed that the Fortress, back

then, was not perceived as an object worthy of attention.

There was not much discussion about the Fortress back
then, nor did we know much about it. We weren't aware
of its function and importance for Novi Sad. It is
perhaps good that this function is now recognized. Or



INDIVIDUAL HUMAN ELEMENTS/ACTORS
Participants in our research: Experts (architects, art
historians, urbanists, conservators, archaeologists,
museologists, historians), citizens/inhabitants of the
Lower Town, entrepreneurs (café, hostel, restaurant,
school, shops), artists, politicians, representatives of
institutions and organizations

COLLECTIVE HUMAN ELEMENTS/ACTORS
Institutions (Museum of the City of Novi Sad, Institute
for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of the City
Novi Sad), non-governmental

organizations (Ugrip, Suburbium, Scenatoria), cultural,
artistic, citizens’ associations and initiatives

DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS / INDIVIDUAL AND
COLLECTIVE ACTORS

Scientific, religious, mythical, literary, artistic, audio-
visual sources (documents, books, brochures,
websites, photographs, video, documentaries, etc.)

POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC ELEMENTS

Managing historical urban landscapes, cultural politics,
economy, management of the Fortress, tourist and
other facilities, cafés, restaurants, museums, etc.,
geopolitical and historical heritage, Austro-Hungarian
Empire, Ottoman Empire, Europe/Central Europe, etc.

MAJOR ISSUES / DEBATES (USUALLY CONTESTED)
History, heritage, culture, politics, economy,
management, access to the Fortress (public vs.
private),

traffic

NONHUMAN ELEMENTS/ACTANTS

The Fortress and its parts, the surroundings, Lower
Town (main buildings, houses, streets), documents,
books, publications, websites, tourist brochures, traffic
and tourist signs

SOCIOCULTURAL AND SYMBOLIC ELEMENTS
Symbolisms of historical monuments, architecture,
fortifications, “Gibraltar on the Danube”, identity
formation and politics, cultural, national, sub-urban,
etc.

SPATIAL ELEMENTS

The Fortress and its parts (Clock Tower, Wasserstadt,
Hornwerk, tunnels, etc.), predecessor fortresses
(Medieval Hungarian, Cusum), limes, etc., walking
paths, tourist routes, Lower Town, Petrovaradin, Novi
Sad

RELATED DISCOURSES/NARRATIVES

Historical, religious, professional, identity, heritage and
protection, urbanism and architecture, arts and crafts,
tourist, archaeological, activist, mythological, literary,
festivals and music, military, fans, etc.

TEMPORAL ELEMENTS (KEY EVENTS)

18th October, 1692-1728 and 1754-1780 - building of
the Fortress, 1716 and the decisive battle between the
Austrian and Turkish armies, Paleolithic Age, Ancient
Rome, Middle Ages, 1991 (Petrovaradin Fortress as the
Spatial Cultural-Historical Units of Great Importance)

FIGURE 2.2.1. ORDERED SITUATIONAL MAP - PETROVARADIN FORTRESS

not good, I do not know. I did not participate much in
the activities related to the Fortress. I cannot say I did
not want it, but it was an object of secondary
importance to us. (former mayor of Novi Sad)

For the past year or two, we feel changes. The fortress is
gaining public focus. It seems to me that every news
related to the Fortress finds its way quickly to the wider
public. You can notice that through the social networks,
for example. The Fortress came out of anonymity for the
first time, when Exit came here. The eyes of the public
are always good for the cultural monument.
(conservator)

Something can become an object of interpretation only
after perceived as valuable and meaningful. And what is the
value and the meaning of the Fortress? How do experts
understand this value? Since we have historian, urbanist,
archaeologist, museologist, politician, etc. in our sample, we
treat their responses and narratives as objective and
scientific - in regard to the subject of our research, but not
as an absolutely true or more valuable than non-experts’
approach and narratives. Their ideas could be defined as
the objective, scientific content of interpretations.

The Fortress interests me - from the period when the
Austrians came and when they were about to finish it.
Now, from all the events in history, from prehistory to
the present day, I was most attracted to the battle of
Petrovaradin. There is no bigger and more significant
event in history - of Petrovaradin, but also the wider
region [...] This war in 1716 was the first war that Austria
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led alone - without an ally, and it was an offensive war.
Savoy simply wanted to round off the territory, to
complete the conquest of Hungary and to set the border
[...] That eventually happened - the border, after the
conquering of Belgrade, ends on the Sava and the
Danube. The Ottoman Empire, however, was struck so
hard that will not recover anymore ... And that was it.
You have nothing to look for in Central Europe. About
this Austro-Turkish war you can read everywhere... in
the books of Walter and Byron ... Vivaldi dedicated the
composition to the victories of the Christian army ...
(historian)

What is very interesting to me and important for us,
architects, is that it is one of the largest artillery
fortresses with this counter-mining system in hectares.
So, the logic of the designer is fantastic. Both
underground and above the ground. In any case, the
Fortress is very well preserved. This is very rare in our
region. (urban planner)

It is part of historical memory. With the building of the
Fortress, this European spirit, the Central European
spirit came. The Turkish heritage suddenly fell under
the pressure of modern ideas, the Enlightenment Spirit
of the 18th century. But we should break the idea that
Vojvodina was an empty space, that for only 300 years
something was happening here ... this was a space that
has been continuously inhabited from the Paleolithic. It
is very important. (conservator)



According to one of our informants, the public discourse is
dominated by the historical interpretations based on the
“visible history” of the Fortress and its “story” in the context
of the Battle of Petrovaradin, Eugene of Savoy and the
liberation from the Ottomans (beginning of the 18th
century). Although we have not conducted a systematic
research, it seems that most of the printed and digital
documents have an interpretive framework that starts from
the Austro-Ottoman wars. But, there are different
interpretations as well. One of them points to the
importance of the archaeological excavations on the
Fortress, in the beginning of the 2000s:

In these excavations, it turned out that this classic frame
of the historical representation of the Fortress was too
narrow and many new stories appeared. At this point,
the main interpretative focus moved from Eugene of
Savoy and the Austrian fortress ... and we went into the
deep past - to the Paleolithic era. (curator)

There are three cities in Europe that have the same
story as Petrovaradin. But Petrovaradin has one
technical advantage. That time between Neanderthals
and Homo sapiens, roughly between 105 or 110 000
years to 90-95 000 years ago. Now, in this region, it is
quite difficult to catch it... It was a planetary problem
[...] It is located in the caves here and there...and only in
one place in the Czech Republic is the Paleolithic to be
found in the “open air’. And here, the Paleolithic is not
only in the “open air’... we have here like four or five
meters of cultural layers from the Paleolithic era. That is
not found anywhere else. (archaeologist)

Archaeologists explained to me that they found some
arrows. If you have 3-4 of those at one archaeological
site - then it is significant finding. And here we have
more than three hundred... Do you understand?
(curator)

During the archaeological excavations in the early 2000s,
numerous and previously invisible layers of Petrovaradin
Fortress’ heritage were discovered. Among other things, “the
Hungarian Middle Ages” appeared for the first time.

Until 1526, there was a Hungarian fortress here - the
fortress of the medieval Hungarian state. Here, below,
on this rock. You don't have one single fort here - from
prehistory, from the Paleolithic era you have a series of
fortresses and fortified places. For example, we always
wrote the history about this Hungarian fortress as if the
Austrian architecture at the very beginning of the
construction of this fortification simply “cleared the
terrain”. As if they removed the Hungarian fortress and
there was nothing left. There was no material evidence
at all that the Hungarian fortress was here - where
Matija Korvin, all the Hungarian kings, Karlo Robert -
stayed for several years. It was a great place for kings.
There was the struggle for the crown in Hungary and
the Petrovaradin rock was perfect place to be. Like a
shelter. From here they could see far and it is quite
protected ... not to mention the wine of Srem, which was
produced here by the Cistercians. It was a God-given
place for a king. Matija Korvin came here, made peace
with Venice in the fight against the Turks. These are
some things that we knew about, but we did not have
any evidence. Now, for the first time in 2003, we got
evidence, history is visible. What is written now can be
seen. (curator)

Experts, as actors of objective interpretations are aware of
the different “layers” of the Petrovaradin Fortress’ heritage
and the different approaches and interpretations, but it
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seems that their interpretation strategies and approaches
depend upon their education, field of expertise and the type
of audience they address:

This is the 6th Fortress in a row. The first Fortress was in
the prehistory, 3000 years before Christ, the second was
a Celtic Fortress, then the third Roman, then goes the
Hungarian Fortress, then the Ottoman Fortress, and
finally the one that we have today - Austrian, 6th in a
row. Usually the story goes from the 18th century and
the Austrian Fortress. But depending on the guest, I can
start from prehistory or, within some business
cooperation, from the modern circumstances, and ask:
what kind of fortress you have, how can we cooperate?
To children I only present the basic data (which are
18-19 century, artillery, Ottomans), but [ insist they
should be proud to have a Fortress. In my presentation |
use capital terms: DEFENSE, ATTACKS, ARTILLERY,
FIGHT, it’s easier to remember. | emphasize to Turkish
guests that it is a part of our common cultural and
historical heritage. I present the battle, but I say that
these were Ottoman soldiers, while the Turks were only
one tribe in the Ottoman Empire. Then there is no
problem when it comes to defeat, death ... It creates love
for heritage. If guests are representatives of the
Hungarian military, then I will put emphasis on
medieval Hungary, because it is good for people to hear
that their ancestors had communication, presence, with
the Petrovaradin Fortress once. If students of
architecture come, I am talking about the baroque. I do
not make up anything, only depending on the visitors [
am highlighting. (historian/curator)

The interpretations of the experts, however, are not
automatically transferred nor equally represented in the
public. The interpretation quoted above, for example, is now
mainly available for elite visitors, such as the foreign
delegations. Although our informants did not explicitly talk
about their interpretation strategies, it seems that they
operate within the boundaries of the profession and are
related to the work they perform in their institutions.

I always say de facto narrative, scientific research, how
we got to the data. (curator)

This means that their interpretations can be found in
professional literature, planning documents, museum
settings, brochures and the like. On the other hand, as one
of our informants points out, the public often doesn't know
much about the scientific interpretations:

Historians certainly know something, some other
scientists know, but the wider public sees only the
Fortress that exists today, as a tourist and leisure
facility. (historian)

Although tourist organizations could be important
mediators between the professional (scientific) interpretations
and the public, our informants note that they don't actually
perform this function.

In tourism everything is reduced to information boards,
signalling ... not to the content. I'm sad when I go to the
Fortress and listen the tour guides ... there are guides
that are not licensed, I don't know who brought them,
they speak such things that I am ashamed to listen.
(conservator)

Previously, we had guides who were educated by the
curators. When a new guide came, then the curator had
a year with him to teach him to work ... That doesn’t
exist now. (curator)



One of our informants suggested how to bring the rich
heritage of the Petrovaradin Fortress closer to the public.

Beginning from the ground floor, that is, the Lower
Town, which could be a place for artists and for tourist
content, to set up some info-tables, some panels ...
models ... what the Fortress looked like in the 12th
century, how it looked like in the Roman era ... it is
possible to make some mini-models - how people lived
here, what they ate, how they cooked, went fishing -
Petrovaradin fishermen were famous. And as you go
closer to the Fortress, there has to be more and more
content. Beyond Suleiman, there were other emperors
and kings at this fortress... we do not know anything
about that ... people from the Museum know;, historians
know, but there are no signs ... How were people, for
example, dressed at that time? The museum doesn't
offer much. Why doesn't a uniformed soldier from the
Austro-Hungarian times walk on the Fortress? The story
through centuries - that is the only way the Fortress can
speak. (historian)

Thus, there is an important issue of wider communication
of scientific expertise and its inclusion into the public
sphere. “Pulling out” the scientific content about the
Petrovaradin Fortress that exists in various institutions into
the digital and physical space is certainly an important part
of this process. Our informants point out that there is a lack
of discussion about questions of interpretation, which is
occurring neither among experts, nor between experts and
the wider public.

Communication between actors has not changed much.
Everyone has just his own story. I'm a little
disappointed. Especially NGOs, there is a backlash.
Someone comes up with new ideas, and then stops.
They do the same job but each one for themselves. It
would be much better if they work together. There is a
mutual animosity, both between the NGOs dealing with
the Fortress and the tourist organization of Novi Sad,
which is observing all this from a distance. (conservator)

At the moment, there is no official mediator of these
processes. Informally, this role is played by the Institute for
the Protection of Cultural Monuments, although this is not
within their jurisdiction.

In the absence of responsibility for the Fortress,
everyone is heading for us. From students to communal
services. It's actually some kind of informal
communication and they all think it's our job. It all
comes down to personal contacts. (conservator)

However, some experts encountered various barriers while
trying to bring their findings to the public. Some good
studies about the Fortress are no longer available at all:

He (the author of the study) was so angry at the whole
world that he moved to Canada and left everything. He
had the only valid study of the Petrovaradin Fortress, |
think that it is a Petrovaradin Fortress in the events of
1848. We cannot find it in our library, I think he took the
last one with him. (curator)

In the opinion of our informants, the new narrative about
the Fortress that appeared after archaeological excavations

in 2003 is not adequately represented in public because of
the various barriers that often have political cause:

So we have a new narration about Petrovaradin ... and,
what do we show? At this moment - nothing. These are

53

great discoveries, and Petrovaradin itself is a great
discovery. (curator)

... and there lies the Paleolithic. It just lies there. And I
beg the government officials to leave it open ... that
people can enter the Paleolithic ... And they just buried
it, covered it with concrete. (archaeologist)

The exhibition that was set up in 2004 in the City Museum,
that presented the most important findings of this
archaeological excavation, was quite quickly removed and
is no longer accessible to the public.

The museum is a place of visible history. You cannot see
history face-to-face, but in the museum. You can go to
the archive, but ... who goes into the archive? (curator)

In the words of one of our informants, there is absolutely no
understanding that these projects and programs should be
presented to the public.

Here, the politics had a decisive influence, but not some
high politics with high goals, but a small, everyday
policy. There is nothing easier than “killing” the Fortress.
Absolutely nothing is easier than that. A colleague is
doing great things here, but her results will definitely not
be published for ten to fifteen years. Simply, she will not
be given the opportunity. After that, it's no longer
attractive.... So, it cannot, it just cannot be done.
(archaeologist)

Without the ambition to explain the causes or reasons for
the existence of “silenced” narratives and interpretations
about the Fortress, it seems that certain narratives and
interpretations are not represented or visible in public. The
assumption is that the lack of their presence or visibility in
public is due to the fact that they are not politically
acceptable, or they do not correspond to the general
“political circumstances”. Therefore, we cannot speak about
“conflicts of interpretations” but rather about boundaries in
public discourse and the “silenced” narratives.

The experts communicate their interpretations through
exhibitions, public talks and so on. In this research we
included two exhibitions about the Fortress. The first was
entitled the “Reconstruction of the Lower Town of
Petrovaradin Fortress” and was held in June 2018. The
exhibition was organized by the experts from the Institute
for the Protection of the Cultural Monuments of the City of
Novi Sad. Generally, it included the presentation of the
recent history of the Fortress and the Lower Town
(construction period, 17th and 18th centuries) and it was
addressed to domestic visitors. Besides short historical
explanations, general information about the plan of
reconstruction of the Lower Town has been presented. It
was a temporary exhibition. Experts from the Institute are
not satisfied with the number of visitors (about five hundred
of them). They see this as a result of having an inadequate
location for the exhibition. It was initially located in the
building of the Military Hospital in the Lower Town, a space
that is generally not easily accessible for the wider public.
Then, it was moved to the hall of the Provincial
Government building, which is closed to the public.

The second, permanent exhibition of the City Museum of
Novi Sad, contains historical interpretations and artefacts
from both recent and distant history. Information and
artefacts about military history are dominant and
archaeological material is represented just in a small part. It
is addressed to domestic and international visitors and
tourists since the text on the panels is in both Serbian and



English languages. As we have already pointed out, the
process of selection of the parts of history of Petrovaradin
Fortress that need to be included in the permanent
exhibition and presented to the public seems to be highly
contentious. Regarding the accessibility of the exhibition, it
is noteworthy that the museum is closed when most people
visit the Fortress - during the Exit festival. In one instance,
the building of the museum was covered during the festival
with a Coca Cola banner. Similar things are happening
during the other festivals - e.g. Baby Exit.

Interpretations as expressions of collective
identity: Role of citizens and CSOs

As previously noted, in this research we make an analytical
distinction between the two types of interpretations - one
coming from the experts (scientific, objective) and the other
coming from citizens and CSOs (expressions of collective
identity). In practice, however, they are intertwined.
Representatives of CSOs also have narratives that are
scientifically founded. We can see that from the following
citation:

I don't like these mysterious stories about the Fortress,
because I consider many of them are not true. If we say
that they are legends, then all right... if they are legends,
then they can be interpreted as legends. I didn't want to
follow that path and to learn about them more...
(representative of a CSO)

Within the experts' interpretations, we can also find the
narratives about collective identities:

The Fortress is part of our identity. The identity of Novi
Sad. A city that owes its origin to the Fortress. Would
Novi Sad have originated here if the Fortress - that was
built in its huge form - did not demand someone to take
care of it? No. The view of the Fortress is an eternal
reminder of this temporary vertical that was formed on
the Petrovaradin rock. (conservator)

The Fortress is the symbol of the values of Novi Sad.
Above all, the musical values. (former mayor of Novi
Sad)

Daily life of the Lower Town is nowadays torn between the
historical heritage and demands for modernization and
gentrification. Our informants, who were actually “insiders”
- people who live in that place and who think about it not as
tourists but as residents - told us about their personal
experience, but also about the dynamics of social life and
the everyday in past times. That is why their insights and
interpretations point to the specific dimensions of heritage
- compared to the rest of our informants. They show very
good historical knowledge about the Fortress and numerous
details from its everyday history - because many stories
from the past are passed from generation to generation only
orally. However, we were aware of the methodological
unverifiability of these interpretations and narratives. As
sociologists, we were also aware that narrations - no matter
if they are verifiable or unverifiable - make a historical
reality for the people that nurture them. That is why the
“offer” of the narratives is not just coming from museums or
archives, but from the local people as well. They can also
renew the historical scenery of the everyday life. One of our
informants - a representative of a CSO - told us about the
history and the everyday life of the Lower Town.

The Lower Town is the story about life in the eighteenth
century, when it was a settlement for the elite and
military officers who defended the Austro-Hungarian
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Empire. Here we have the layers of life. Besides the
army, we had here butchers, goldsmiths, markets,
breweries... This is cultural and historical, architectural
heritage without competition in Europe. Petrovaradin
Fortress is the main feature of Novi Sad. It was built
from the Petrovaradin trench... do people from Novi Sad
know that? I don'’t think so. (activist)

The Lower Town, in the eighteen century and till the end
of the century, got its form, when the first buildings for
the senior officers were built [...] - at the time it was an
elite settlement. And it had the first pharmacy, the first
school and exams for the senior officers at the time. [...]
The Lower Town and the Fortress are not important only
for Novi Sad, but for the whole country, maybe even for
this part of Europe - it is the point where you must
come to see that elitism, from the time period when it
was created. (inhabitant of the Lower Town)

Petrovaradin is urban. While in Tavankut or Golubinci
people learnt to play tamburica, people in Petrovaradin
learnt to play the organ. (representative of CSO)

One of our informants also told us that before the Second
World War and especially at the end of the nineteenth and
the beginning of the twentieth century it was not possible
for everyone to come and live in the Lower Town:

Social and spatial scenography at the time reflected the
civic culture and social and economic culture of the
high classes and the best craftsmen from the whole
(former) empire. [...] in its “golden era” - the end of the
nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century -
the Fortress and the Lower town had thirty two cafés
and restaurants. (inhabitant of the Lower town)

Hence the importance of the history and everyday life of
the Fortress and the Lower Town is in an identity-building
process:

For us, it is important to tell the story about the people
that lived there... ethnology. That story could be told by
people whose ancestors lived there. (representative of
the minority / CSO)

We have also learned from an inhabitant of the Lower Town
about the lack of adequate interpretation of the symbols of
the Fortress:

The Clock Tower is today the symbol of Novi Sad, a
symbol of Vojvodina. That is suppressed. The Clock
Tower was built to have a certain function - to measure
time and to show it to the citizens. To be visually seen
and to be heard. That was in the middle of the
eighteenth century. At that time, the personal watch was
an imaginary thing. In Novi Sad, then, there were no
clocks in the towers. For the Clock Tower, it was
important because there was no pollution. Air pollution
particularly. So, the visibility and the sound resonance
were much higher back then. We don't know how the
authentic bells sounded like. But the Clock tower could
be heard every fifteen minutes and on whole hours. At
the time, if someone wanted to follow the sound, he or
she didn't have to see it. People heard how many times
the Clock Tower rang. (inhabitant of the Lower Town)

As in the case of the objective interpretations of the experts,
interpretations based on the collective identity and
everyday life do not enter the public discourse easily and in
the same way. It seems that there are numerous barriers
that are caused by different reasons - lack of money, lack of
support of the public institutions in the case of some CSOs,



social exclusion and social invisibility of the actors, but also
the active suppression of unwanted narratives. The
exclusion of certain narratives and interpretations can also
be caused by the problematic aspects of collective identity
(especially in the cases of ethnicity and religion).

Given the fact that the area surrounding the Fortress was
always multi-ethnic, it is not unusual that we have found
various and often opposing narrations about its heritage -
among the social actors from different ethnic groups. Such
interpretations are associated with particular historical
periods in the development of the Fortress and its
surroundings. The period of socialism (during socialist
Yugoslavia) is specific in this respect because it represents a
“breach” where those ethnic differences were subordinated
to the common Yugoslav or Vojvodinian identity. Some
actors favour this period and see it as “the Golden Age of
the Fortress” It can be illustrated with the following
statement:

The fortress was then the centre of the world. We
(tambourine musicians) greeted with our songs the
statesmen from all over the world, politicians, actors,
painters, bohemians ... We played the music of
Vojvodina, the Roma and Hungarian romance, we
enjoyed the sounds of the classics. [...] We should again
get together on the Fortress that was based on various,
rich sources - we should hear the sounds of Vojvodina,
Serbia and Croatia, Dalmatia... Klape, for instance...
This number and amount of songs - something can be
created... (former Mayor of Novi Sad)

On the other hand, some actors see this period as a barrier
for ethnic and especially religious diversity. One of our
respondents spoke of the many religious rituals of the
ethnic communities that took place in the Lower Town and
that do not exist anymore - and have not been restored to
this day. During and after the wars in the 1990s, when
Yugoslavia was violently disintegrated, the growing Serbian
nationalism and “rediscovered” Orthodox Christianity has
contributed to the suppression of the customs of the ethnic
and religious minority communities that traditionally
inhabited Petrovaradin - especially in relation to the
ongoing conflicts with Croatia. All these “layers” of
interpretation are still present, but to various degrees.

Everything that is connected with Petrovaradin Fortress
is connected with my nation, the Croatian minority, but
also, even more with Catholic heritage in this city. So,
when our guests come or when I have the opportunity to
speak to someone, I show them the church of Saint
Juraj, which is in my opinion important not just as a
building but as a memory of the community that lived
there - Jesuits, monks that came from Osijek. They
cared for the spirituality of the soldiers in Petrovaradin,
because at the moment when they came, there were no
churches at all, after a century and a half period of
Ottoman governance here. So they were here the
pioneers of civilization. And the building, the
architecture, it was like that because they founded here,
in Srem, in Petrovaradin, but also in the whole of Srem
the first Catholic school, the first gymnasium.
(representative of national minority / CSO)

The same informant thinks that some narratives aiming to
represent the heritage of the Croatian / Catholic minority
are not based on adequate interpretations. That points to
the latent conflict of interpretations with different functions
- economic, cultural, religious, etc.

Our Catholic church is double... we are a minority in a
double sense - both Croatian and Catholic. I don't like to
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emphasize that “Croatian” but would like to mention it.
This community is wounded. It is very wounded, also
neglected for a long time. I am afraid that some
initiatives that came from the city, that they were bad
attempts. When we speak about this kind of initiatives -
to open this heritage - it is important that the heritage is
interpreted properly. It is not good if people who don't
have enough information come in front of the church or
enter the church and say whatever - what is often the
case. The church should be approached in a much
subtler way also within this (European) Capital of
Culture... it is not just to exploit the church - the way
some people from the City and Province that are not
religious see it - to use it as a resource, in a commercial
way. The mission of the church is not to spread tourism
but Christ’s teaching and kingdom. And that should be
properly interpreted and presented, because the
community is wounded. And there is a lot of mistrust
towards the political institutions in the city.
(representative of national minority / CSO)

The birthplace house of Ban Josip Jelaci¢ in the Lower Town
could be another example, since it generates opposing
interpretations - confronted in accordance with the ethnic
dimensions. The house has been in poor condition for
years, reflecting the local authorities' neglect of Croatian
heritage. On the other hand, this house was until recently
also “forgotten” in Croatia, as it turns out that just a minority
of Croats know where one of their greatest heroes was born.

There are a few CSOs that deal with the Fortress directly or
indirectly, and some of their representatives spoke about
their role in attracting public attention:

We are trying to draw the attention of people to the
problems and needs of the cultural monuments and the
objects within the complex of Petrovaradin Fortress...
which are protected just on the paper, but in practice
completely devastated and invisible. On the other side,
we organize events such as walks, we print the material
and directly inform citizens about the heritage. (activist)

We organized events in some alternative spaces of the
Fortress, completely unknown, that influenced other
organizations to recognize the potential of those same
places. For us, it is an important thing. (activist)

We have participated in two walking tours - organized by
Scenatoria and by Explore Novi Sad. The general
conclusion is that those are well-visited tours (with about
10-15 people in each). The first one was more informal and
interesting, although shorter. Emphasis is put on details -
specific places and houses in the Lower Town. The other is
more focused on the Fortress and its history. The language
of the tours is Serbian since all the visitors were from Novi
Sad and Serbia. Interpretations are dominantly historical
and adapted for short presentation. Some of the popular
interpretations and mythical stories are told as well.

Representatives of CSOs told us that the key event for
overcoming the mental and physical barriers between Novi
Sad and Petrovaradin was when the Festival of Street
Performers (Festival ulicnih sviraca) moved to the Lower
Town. In addition, CSOs have the important function of
mediation between experts and the public. They are aware
that many objective interpretations are not adequately
presented to the public, and they organize different projects
and actions with that purpose. According to their
statements, we can see that they cooperate well with the
experts from the institutions or individuals that are truly
devoted to the Fortress. Their strategies for drawing the



attention of the public are also developed through their
personal connections, social networks and media
communications.

Although they undoubtedly have the capacity for the
production of their own interpretation and for the
mediation of experts’ interpretations to the public,
representatives of CSOs say that they should not be the
main actors in that process:

There are CSOs that deal with heritage, that work in the
Lower Town and approach the Fortress systematically...
But our capacities are not developed enough to be able
to produce or make public designations or publications
accessible to all citizens. That is the job of people from
the public institutions in the city, people who do the
touristic promotion. (representative of a CSO)

Finally, we found that narratives about the Petrovaradin
fortress in the printed and digital sample do not differ in a
great sense from the narratives identified in the interviews
sample. The scientific literature is significant, but not easily
accessible to the wider public (some of it is not accessible to
the experts, either). In our search of the sources about the
Petrovaradin Fortress in the Library of Matica Srpska, for
example, we identified 13 guides, 1 collection, 10 artworks,
30 postcards, 20 books, 28 catalogues, 3 folders, 1 toy, 29
graphics and 29 articles available.

The digital content seems to be “bigger”, more “vibrant” and
more significant - especially in terms of the emergence of
new narratives and representation of the social geography -
comparing to the printed material within the physical
space. There are many internet sites of institutions and
individuals dedicated to the interpretation of the Fortress.

For example, contents related to the Petrovaradin Fortress
on Facebook are produced by more than twenty actors. Not
all of them, however, produce a specific narrative about the
Fortress. Some of them, for instance restaurants and
festivals, use the Fortress only as the silent/passive
background for their commercial activities. Others produce
narratives either explicitly or implicitly within the
commercial content. There are CSOs that practically took
over the role of official interpreters of the heritage of
Fortress. Although we didn't speak with their representatives,
interpretations offered by UGRIP undoubtedly “dominate” in
the digital public space - with the number of posts, but also
in the sense of their physical presence in the Fortress (with
different programs, guided tours, etc.).

Conclusions

In this paper, we approached heritage interpretation as: a)
dynamic social process (Pajvaci¢ - Cizelj and Maksimov,
2016); b) highly political process, malleable to the needs of
power and often subject to contestation (McDowell, 2008);
and c) public discourse (Silberman, 2013). Within the wide
range of identified narratives about the heritage of
Petrovaradin Fortress, we actually found just one complete
(systematic) interpretation that is dominating the public
discourse - historical. All other stories, although various
and rich, are only partially presented in public or are
completely hidden and silent. The public discourse seems
to be dominated by the historical interpretations based on
the “visible history” of the Fortress in the context of the
Battle of Petrovaradin, Eugene of Savoy and the fight
against the Ottomans (beginning of the 18th century). In the
perceptions of citizens, the Fortress is mostly reduced to the
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central plateau and the Clock Tower (see more in: Pajvanci¢
- Cizelj, 2016). Those are typified and stereotypical
presentations of the Fortress, also accessible through social
media. All of our respondents agree that this kind of
interpretative framework, coupled with a narrow public
perception of the Fortress, is insufficient. All the interviewed
actors, including experts, citizens, and representatives of
CSOs, have a much wider perception about what the
Fortress is. They clearly recognize the importance of some
parts of the Fortress and its surroundings - still not
adequately represented in public and thus invisible and
unused.

All the identified narratives can be classified as: a)
narratives with objective, scientific content; and b)
narratives about the collective identity. The first are
produced by experts from the institutions dealing with the
Fortress - conservators, urban planners, curators, historians
and so on. Narrations of experts are closely related to the
area of their expertise and point to the historical,
archaeological, architectural and cultural elements of the
heritage of Petrovaradin Fortress.

A major “interpretative turn” happened after the archaeological
excavations in 2003 when numerous historical layers of
Petrovaradin Fortress were discovered (cultural layers of the
Paleolithic, of the Roman empire, the Hungarian Middle
ages, and so on). All interviewed experts are fully aware of
the importance of this discovery. However, they agree that it
has still not entered the public discourse and has not been
adequately recognized. That is why we found that the
process of the recognition of important narratives in public
discourse is quite a complex question. It is not that experts
do not have a good interpretative strategy, but it is rather the
question of how and why some of their narrations are
suppressed and silenced or if they (and how) participate in
the silencing processes. Obstacles and barriers seem to be
connected with questions of ethnicity and religion
(opposing interpretations by the Serbian majority vs.
interpretations of national and other minorities - Croatian,
Hungarian, Vojvodinian, etc.) but also with the political
situation and short term aims of political parties and the
lack of strategic plans. Furthermore, it is also a question of
sustainability and the problem of short term economic vs.
long term socio-cultural strategies. Many existing narratives
of experts are thus “invisible” in public, limited to the
institutions where they work and only partially available to
the other experts through the professional literature. The
experts are also communicating their narratives through
exhibitions, but we found that the process of organizing
exhibitions and making them available to the public can
also be highly contentious. That is why the important
question is the question of the possibility of communicating
expert knowledge to the wider public within an
unsupportive or even obstructive institutional (political)
context.

We have also identified that the representatives of CSOs
and citizens are mainly producing narratives based on
collective identity. Their narratives are mostly related to the
Lower Town and its heritage - inseparable from everyday
life throughout history. For many of our interlocutors, Lower
Town is regarded as a once elite place that is currently
deteriorated, ruined and with an uncertain future. The fact
that Lower Town used to be the elite military settlement,
with a wide array of crafts and a rich social and cultural life
- a truly urban place - is a source of pride. The residents of
Lower Town are the main carriers of the rich and lively
stories about everyday life in this settlement through



history. That is also the finding of the previous research
done in the Lower Town (Pajvanci¢ - Cizelj, 2016).
Narratives of the inhabitants of the Lower Town could be a
rich source for new interpretations. Those can connect
heritage interpretation with the everyday life of the Fortress
and the Lower Town throughout history - and possibly
bring it closer to other citizens of Novi Sad and the public at
large. However, their narratives are also not publicly
recognized. Some of the actors are in marginal positions
and speak their stories only in narrow circles of
acquaintances. Narratives of the national minorities and
religious groups are silenced, and their carriers feel isolated,
marginalized and suppressed. These narratives are also rich
and significant but absent from the public discourse and
mainly represented in tourist guides (especially for the
tourist groups from Croatia). Some CSOs from the Lower
Town manage to draw public attention to the Fortress and
function as the mediators between expert interpretations
and the public. Their narratives are informed both by
objective facts and local stories based on collective identity.
It seems that these narratives quite recently entered the
public discourse, especially through organized walking
tours and on-line promotion. The carriers of those
narratives, however, are lacking systematic (financial and
logistic) support for the sustainability of their activities.

The analysis of social media and the Internet showed that
the digital space seems to be “vibrant” and significant in
terms of emerging new narratives. Thanks to the possibility
of new media, people are there enabled to become active in
the process of public interpretation. But still, we speak of the
unregulated, semi-public digital space of interpretations. The
CSO UGRIP, which produces unofficial narratives often
based on legends and myths and attracts a significant
audience, could be the main example of these dynamics.

Finally, while the public discourse is still dominated by the
narrow interpretative framework about the Fortress, there
are a lot of different narratives that are either partially
presented to the public or completely absent from it. It
seems that there exists a huge and unregulated semi-public
sphere, where different and sometimes conflicting
narratives -uncoordinated and insufficiently connected,
appear as a “patchwork” in the social media networks. This
kind of situation is obviously generated as the consequence
of a lack of institutional regulation, long-term planning, or
strategy, as well as sporadic and insufficient involvement of
local government in the maintenance and protection of the
Fortress.

Furthermore, the lack of public interest, funding and care
for the Fortress is perhaps more obvious in the area of
interpretations, since they are still not recognized as an
important resource in the processes of heritage protection,
promotion and revitalization. The challenge is to find a way
to use different and even conflicting interpretations in an
inclusive manner. Part of this process is also the support for
the social actors that generate these narratives and
interpretations - including experts, CSOs and citizens.
Thus, the most important question that comes out in our
research is how to establish a dialogue between different
narratives and actors, enabling them to enter the public
discourse. More importantly - where could such a dialogue
take place?
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Introduction

The City of Novi Sad is the second most popular
destination, after Belgrade, for foreign tourists coming to
Serbia. In 2017, Novi Sad received a total of 181.140 visitors,
of which 111474 were foreigners (Statistical Office of the
Republic of Serbia, see more in Appendix 1). Novi Sad is
also a popular field-trip destination for local tourists due to
its nearness to Belgrade and easy accessibility by public
transportation. Petrovaradin Fortress represents one of the
major attractions of Novi Sad and a common destination
for many tourists. However, lack of knowledge about the
current offer and demand for tourist facilities significantly
complicates the processes of planning, arranging and
further developing this area, limiting its potential and its
tourist valorisation. Hence, the aim of this research is to
consolidate existing information and collected desk and
field research data that would help define the present tourist
offer, resources and trends in order to examine the current
situation and to determine deficiencies in tourism
infrastructure for the overall tourism development of this
heritage landmark of the city of Novi Sad.

The methodological approach consisted of mapping the
existing stakeholders operating in the tourism field (tourist
agencies, catering facilities, accommodation, associations,
cultural institutions open for visitors, civil sector, etc.) and
their classification according to provision of services
(Appendix 3). The desk research provided the necessary
overview of the existing conditions, services and offers that
are currently at the disposal of tourists. What follows is a
presentation of field research, identification of tourist offers,
tourist trends, and analysis of the current state of the tourist
offer. For the purposes of this research, semi-structured
interviews (Appendix 2) were conducted during the period
9-30 July 2018 in Novi Sad. The survey sample was chosen
using a purposive, non-probability sampling method, based
on previously-conducted mapping of actors in the tourism
field. In total, 14 interviews were conducted face to face,
except two of them that were answered in written form, due
to an inability to meet in person. Answers were tape
recorded, with the permission of the respondents, using an
audio recorder and were later transcribed. The group of
interviewees consists of: three representatives of tourist
agencies (Magelan, Panacomp and Putokaz 021), one
representative of the non-governmental organization
“Suburbium”, the president of “Likovni Krug” Association,
two caterers (owners of the restaurants “8 Tamburasa” and
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“Nasa Tvrdava”), two owners of accommodation facilities
(hostel Varadin Inn and Fortress Apartments), two tourist
guides, the director of the Tourist Organization of Novi Sad,
a representative of the City Museum of Novi Sad, and an
organizer of the event “Baby EXIT” (director of the company
Inter Art).

With the analysis of the answers given through the
interviews, it was possible to identify key problems, ideas
and concerns and to assess the overall tourist valorisation at
the Petrovaradin Fortress from the viewpoint of service
providers in tourism. In addition, this research involved the
examination of tourist attitudes toward the fortress through
content analysis of Trip Advisor reviews on Petrovaradin
Fortress (on Wednesday, 11 July 2018, a review of the
website showed 892 reviews/comments on Petrovaradin
Fortress, of which 101 in the English language were
examined over the previous year, ending with the 5th of
June 2017).

Who visits Novi Sad?

Existing research enables us to place Novi Sad in the wider
tourism context. The secondary data regarding tourist
satisfaction of Petrovaradin Fortress comes from field
research conducted by the Tourist Organization of Novi Sad
(TONS) and ProPozitiv Agency on a total sample of 4802
tourists (2400 locals, and 2402 foreign tourists) with the
aim of understanding visitors’ behaviour, attitudes and
overall satisfaction of the tourist offer services and
landmarks in the city (Pro Pozitiv, 2017/2018). The research
showed that foreign tourists are coming mostly from ex-
Yugoslav countries (more than 30%), predominantly from
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia. These neighbouring
countries are followed by Slovenia, China, Germany, Turkey
and Russia. The position of China among top visited
countries can be explained by the abolition of visas for
Chinese visitors, as well as a marketing orientation towards
China on the national level directed at incoming tourist
agencies (Tourist Organization of Serbia), which had a
considerable impact in the form of the rise of tourists from
China. Foreigners do not stay long in Novi Sad, usually for a
couple of days; the average length of stay is 2.56-2.66 days.
They are more open to using private accommodation
services and in general they expressed high level of
satisfaction with provided conditions of available
accommodation facilities that they have previously booked



online. However, the main attraction that brings tourists to
Novi Sad is Petrovaradin Fortress as the main cultural
heritage landmark, which is proven by the fact that 88% of
tourists had the opportunity to visit Petrovaradin Fortress
while they were in Novi Sad. The research indicates that
83.6% of participants are satisfied with the Fortress. Other
motives for visiting Novi Sad include its natural landmark
the Danube River, and events such as EXIT festival, or other
miscellaneous events.

The Petrovaradin Fortress hosts festivals such as EXIT
Festival, Gradi¢ Fest, Tamburica Fest and Baby EXIT, which
are organized during summer months and influence
tourism development. EXIT attracts visitors of younger
generations, such as people younger than 35 years old
(Pajvancevi¢-Cizelj, 2016) where the festival is their main
reason for travelling to Serbia and to Novi Sad. The average
number of visitors for EXIT festival is approximately 40,000
people per day (EXIT Festival duration is 4 days), but this
number increases each year with festival goers coming
from Serbia and abroad (Bljeljac, Lovi¢ 2011). Baby EXIT is a
family festival, intended for parents and children and
attracts a total of 40,000 visitors during two festival days.
Tamburica Fest is a city festival for lovers of tamburica
music that in 2018 attracted 55,000 people in total for four
days, while according to festival organizers, 35,000 visitors
attended the program organized at the Petrovaradin
Fortress. Gradi¢ Fest is the only festival that aims to revive
the Lower Town and in the year 2018 brought total of
35,000 visitors during three festival days (ulicnisviraci.com).

Aside from these festivals, Petrovaradin Fortress attracts
visitors every day, but there is no regulated monitoring
system as the entrance to the landmark is free of charge.
Consequently, there is no official statistic for the number of
daily visitors to the Fortress. The only registered data
available is about the visitors to the City Museum, based on
tickets sold (Agure 2.3.1), showing that the Museum is
mostly visited by tourists from ex-Yugoslav countries,
Hungary, Germany, Austria, Russia, China and USA.
However, this number cannot be considered equal to the
number of visitors to the Fortress, presuming that the
Fortress is much more visited than the Museum.

Year # of visitors Year # of visitors
2006 40,987 2012 46,589
2007 46,638 2013 48,681
2008 60,207 2014 59,500
2009 42,228 2015 60,110
2010 70,113 2016 38,640
2011 70,297 2017 30,454

Figure 2.3.1: Number of visitors of the City Museum of Novi
Sad. Source: City Museum of Novi Sad

Keeping in mind that Petrovaradin Fortress is the most
popular landmark for tourism development in Novi Sad, it
is important to explore tourist demand, as well as to see
how visitors perceive Petrovaradin Fortress—what their
current attitudes are towards the tourist offer.
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“Impressive to look at, but | feel
there could be so much more
there”

In order to gain a better insight into the tourist experiences
of Petrovaradin Fortress, TripAdvisor was used as the most
preferred website for qualitative content analysis based on
its online reputation and large scale of reviews. The
researchers followed a content analysis approach in
collecting secondary data from Tripadvisor.com and
examining consumer reviews of Petrovaradin Fortress. The
basic principle applied in the content analysis method
involved direct extraction of coding categories from the
visitors' comments and building on these codes for the
subsequent analysis and interpretation of the final results
(Hsieh, H-F, & Shannon, S. 2005). The content analysis
provided three main categories: attractions, facilities and
services, and identity (figure 2.3.2.).

Facilities and

Attractions services Impression
Scenery (74) Accessibility (15) Must see (22)
Gastronomy (59)  Service (11) Historic place (18)
Walking (16) Hotel (6) Recommend (13)
Underground (19) Location (4) Relaxing (10)

Exit (17) Interesting (10)
Clock tower (14) Negative (10)
Museum (11) Impressive (9)

Artist ateliers (7) Romantic (6)
Figure 2.3.2: Categories of terms associated with
Petrovaradin Fortress

Note: The numbers (351) in the brackets represent the
number of times a term belonging to that category was
mentioned by the participants in examined 101 comments
in the English language

In general, people have a positive attitude about the
Fortress, as has been shown by travellers’ ratings on a five-
point scale (excellent, very good, average, poor and terrible)
based on their experiences (Figure 2.3.3. More than two
thirds rate the experience as excellent, with an overall grade

of 4.5.

Very good 28%
Average 4%
Poor 1%
Terrible 0%

Figure 2.3.3: Traveller rating posted by Petrovaradin Fortress

visitors. Source: TripAdvisor.com, 11 July 2018.



Furthermore, the overview of the overall comments (figure
2.3.4)) indicates four different aspects of reviewers to the
Petrovaradin fortress. Most of the travellers (589 out of 892)
rated the Fortress ‘excellent, and no one gave a rating of
‘terrible, which indicates how most visitors had positive
experiences at the Fortress. As data on traveller type was
also indicated (728 out of 892), including the categories of
families, couples, solo, business and friends, it can be seen
that the Fortress is the most popular destination for friends
(293) and couples (252), relatively popular with families
(125), and not so visited by solo and business visitors. In
terms of the times of year at which the visitors came to the
Fortress, it is evident that the Fortress is less visited in
winter than at other parts of the year, with peak visitors
seen during the summer months (June-August).

Traveler rating = Traveler type Time of year

excellent (n=589) friends (n=293) Mar-May (n=212)

very good

(n=254) couples (n=252)

Jun-Aug (n=271)

average (n=44) families (n=125) = Sep-Nov (n=241)

poor (n=5) business (n=50)  Dec-Feb (n=168)

terrible (n=0) solo (n=8)

Figure 2.3.4: Overview of the overall comments posted by
Petrovaradin Fortress visitors and their characteristics
based on the website analysis. Source: TripAdvisor.com, 11
July 2018.

Based on the results of the content analysis of the reviews
of Petrovaradin Fortress, the terms most frequently
associated with the Fortress were placed in various
categories, which were further organized into three larger
groups - attractions, facilities and services, and impressions
(hgure 2.3.2.). The first group “attractions” indicate that
visitors are mostly fascinated with the scenery, particularly
with the “great, prefect, nice, amazing, beautiful,
magnificent, lovely view”, as well as the possibility to take
nice photos of the panorama (over the Danube and the city)
and to view the sunset/sunrise. After the beautiful view,
gastronomy takes an important part in tourists’ reviews,
where the most mentioned were nice restaurants and cafes
on the Fortress, with good food, delicious desserts, also
often associated with a beautiful view: “great spots to have a
few drinks” or “good coffee with a view”. In addition, visitors
perceive it as a nice place for walking, with “Lot's of walking
spaces around to explore”. The most popular attractions are
the underground guided tour, the clock tower, EXIT Festival,
the museum and the artistic ateliers. Comments on those
attractions are mostly positive, including the recommendation
to visit the underground tunnels, and a remark that the
“Nice, small Museum is closed on Monday” The artistic
ateliers (galleries) are not visited very much, but when they
are, the experiences are positive: “Each of this [sic] artists
has their own stories, so make sure not only to browse their
art works but to also talk with them, get to learn the
experiences behind their work” EXIT Festival has been
associated with the great location of Petrovaradin Fortress
as a ‘place of happening’.
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When it comes to group “facilities and services”, staff and
services were also positively marked, except for one
comment about “arrogant staff”. Guides are mainly
mentioned and praised in the context of the underground
tunnels tours. In terms of accessibility, visitors pointed out
the Fortress’ approachability by car, and that there is free
parking, as well as necessity of climbing and stairs in order
to go to the top of the Fortress:

“Very steep climb”

“You have to walk millions of steps to get to the top of
the fortress”

“To get to the top of the fortress you have to climb 200
steps or take taxi up”

“It's better to go by car but even if you go on foot it worth
every step!”

“The challenge with this site is the stairs to access the
main level of the fortress, but well worth the view from
the top of the city and Danube River”

Petrovaradin Fortress is definitely perceived as a “must see
in Novi Sad”, “main attraction, dominant point, highlight of
visit, highly recommended and not to be missed”.

History-related terms are also present, whereby the Fortress
was described as a “place so full of history” “fantastic
interesting historical place”. The Fortress is also perceived as
romantic, relaxing (chill, quiet), interesting and impressive
(stunning, massive, breathtaking).

There were also some negative perceptions associated with
the Fortress related to the lack of offer: “The views are
stunning, but, unfortunately, that's all our tour did - look out
at the views”; “In all honesty, it was very impressive to look
at, but I feel there could be so much more there”

“This place is so full of history. Still, it really doesn't offer
much more than a small history museum, a nice
restaurant, plenty of space to walk around and a
stunning views on Danube River and city of Novi Sad.”

Likewise, negative comments regarding infrastructure,
condition and maintenance:

“Can be improved more by infrastructure and some of
the walkways seems to be old and not subject to
maintenance.”

“I was shocked how much trash is in it
“No information in English provided, very badly
maintained.”

“It is sad that it is not maintained better and that is in
poor condition. Too much parking on the fortress. There
are no activities or guide”

“It was hard to find the entrance steps due to a lack of
signage and once there, we could not find any
information about the history of the fortress.”

"We have to do something, there
must be some content”

The insights of tourists gathered from TripAdvisor's reviews
correspond with the attitudes of interviewed tourism actors,
as well as with current state of the offer, analysed through
the field research. Thus, the categories such as scenery,
gastronomy (restaurants) and walking, which are the most
represented in the content analysis, indicate the absence of



tourist offer and additional content. Not just visitors think
“.there could be so much more there” For tourism actors
the restaurants and the beautiful panorama are insufficient,
although they leave a good impression on visitors, saying
that those are the most attractive and popular content.

The field research also confirmed the observations of the
visitors and stakeholders that restaurants and cafes
represent an usual tourist stop, and the main terrace above
the Danube, with its panoramic view of Novi Sad, was the
ideal spot to place the main three restaurants. Even in the
gastronomical offer, the only distinction besides the menu
type is the restaurant “8 Tambura3a” as it hosts musical
performances and keeps the legacy of tamburica orchestras
still performing at the Fortress. However, not one restaurant
has its promotion based on its authenticity. This confirms
that even the existing offer is not used to its full potential on
the market, and this is one of the possibilities where the
tourist offer could be improved.

Besides the gourmet offer, stakeholders state that there is an
evident lack of activities, programs (cultural and sports),
tourism products designed for different audiences, and
storytelling. In addition, there is much unrealized potential
(both tangible and intangible) at this historical site. Some of
the existing problems are that the churches are closed for
visitors, and for them to be opened tourist guides need to
inform the priest in advance and let him know about the
booked tour. There is no official offer that includes a visit to
the art ateliers due to a lack of time to visit them or
unknown working hours of the ateliers. Some believe that
the Museum is outdated, the exhibition content should be
improved, and the working hours should be adapted, while
the underground tour, which is generally very popular
among tourists, could benefit from better preservation of
the underground spaces and more creative storytelling - so
as to produce an unforgettable experience for the visitor. In
addition, it is perceived that the heritage landmarks in the
Lower Town are fairly unused, unknown or unavailable. In
particular, Gradi¢ Fest is an excellent example of what can
be done with the stories and spaces preserved, but it is
necessary for more interested parties to participate in the
revival process within this part of the Fortress.

Through open discussion, stakeholders were encouraged to
express their visions and were asked about the possible
future development of the given area. From their
perspective, the Lower Town should have more venues,
cultural offer, cafes and restaurants, galleries, hotels/hostels,
boutiques and shops, to be more adapted for tourists. The
proposals for additional content include music concerts
(jazz, classical music) and theatre shows, summer film
projections, bringing back some of the old kafanas and the
brewery that previously existed in the Lower Town, or
storytelling about these places, artisans and crafts. Also,
some stakeholders shared their nostalgia toward certain
events, remembering some positive actions and initiatives
in the past (such as classical music concerts in the church
courtyard or theatre performances during the event “Plays
in the Sun”) as examples of good practice that invited
people to visit the Fortress, when it had a function in the
everyday life of the community.
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The role of the military in the rehabilitation of Petrovaradin
Fortress should also not be overlooked. Other stakeholders
believe that the military should be involved, due to the fact
they own a lot of spaces and facilities, and other parts of the
Fortress should be activated for visits. Overall, it is
necessary to include the local community and the residents
of the Lower Town in tourism planning, taking into account
their wishes and attitudes, as well as involving them in the
tourist offer.

The general observation during the research is that the
tourist offer at Petrovaradin Fortress mainly focuses on
sightseeing/walking tours for individual or group tourists
offered by tour providers (see Appendix 3). The tours follow
a historical narrative about the Fortress and visitors have
the opportunity to learn about the major visited attractions,
such as the Clock Tower, the City Museum or the
Underground Tunnels during the one to three-hour long
walking tour. Sometimes tourist agencies can incorporate
visits to the museum, church, or restaurant into a walking
tour, depending on the individual needs or tour package.
The agencies operate so as to incorporate Petrovaradin
Fortress into larger tours, or to combine the Fortress
together with the city’s other landmarks located in the
centre. Nevertheless, there is a lack of thematic and
specialized tours on offer (except for the tour “Novi Sad
Scavenger Hunt” in cooperation Panacomp Wonderland
Travel with EPIC adventures, with a full day outdoor
adventure activities). The explorative and adventurous offer
at the Fortress includes the visit to the underground military
galleries, but these galleries are under the jurisdiction of the
City Museum of Novi Sad, so the visits have to be organized
in agreement with the Museum. Moreover, in order to be
able to visit the underground galleries, a minimum of 10
entries must be paid (depending on the category of visitors)
which certainly makes it difficult for individual visitors.

Research by the TONS shows that the majority of incoming
tourists organize and plan their visit to the city individually,
as they are not keen on using the services provided by local
tourist organizations. In addition, the data showed that
82.4% of questioned tourists have not been informed about
Novi Sad by official tourist information desks, 77.6% did not
use or take available printed material (maps, brochures,
pamphlets), while 92.3% did not used guiding services
offered by professionals for their sightseeing. Today, in the
digital and informational era, tourists are enabled to be
more independent, relying on digital technologies easily
available through different applications that provide the
needed information about a city. Currently, in Novi Sad, for
individual tourists, there is a mobile application called
“Novi Sad Talking” (Serbian/English) that provides digital
guides across the city and the Upper and Lower Town
landmarks in Petrovaradin with pinned locations and
images with more information about the observed
landmark. An application developed in a newer format is
“Novi Sad Stories” - an alternative tour guide for visitors
with audio stories provided by key actors, such as the story
about the Clock Tower told by the clock smith, or the story



about the Fortress told by the director of the Institute for
Protection of Cultural Monuments. This application follows
the “made by locals” model which certainly is more
interesting to tourists as they receive information first-hand.
Unfortunately, the application is only available in the
Serbian language.

The aforementioned issues and the lack of content are the
results of a high number of interested parties and
commercial users of the Fortress without systematised roles
and responsibilities in the creation and provision of the
tourist offer. Thus, there is general confusion who is actually
in charge of answering to the needs and demands of
different tourism segments, as well as creating innovative
tourism products and services.

May | speak to the manager?

Considering the views which stakeholders shared with us
during the interviews it is noticeable that, from their
perspective, the monument holds predominantly historical
value, while at the same time containing the symbolic,
ambient and aesthetic values that come from the Fortress
overlooking the Danube River and the city of Novi Sad.
Stakeholders are aware of the Fortress’ importance, rarity
and authenticity as a part of the city’s cultural identity, as
well as its economic potential for serving the community in
the creation of new offers in the form of hotels, restaurants,
and shops that would attract tourists from abroad.
Analysing the comments by stakeholders, the values of the
Fortress are mostly perceived holistically, as a combination
of historical value, geographic position, architecture, and
stories from the past and from today. At the same time,
many of stakeholders also argued that these values to be
put in the service of tourism development, and thus provide
a way for them to be promoted.

Nonetheless, dissatisfaction over how the values of the
Fortress are currently being managed and maintained is
present among the stakeholders. Some even believe that
the way the Fortress is managed appears as if the aim is to
reject the tourists and not to attract them. The governance
of the activities carried out at the Fortress is questionable,
since there is a general uncertainty about whose
responsibility it is to innovate and create new tourist
products that would influence tourism development at the
site. Nevertheless, the subject that is stressed the most is the
requirement of better coordination, strategy and closer
collaboration, so as to achieve improvement and progress
in tourism. The existing cooperation between stakeholders
is conditioned by mutual dependence, that is, interaction
between the ones who encounter each other in carrying out
their activities. Tourist agencies are the strongest
collaborators with other stakeholders, especially with the
private sector (transport, accommodation, tour operators,
caterers, other agencies and international partners),
institutions (TONS, the Museum). Caterers and accommo-
dation owners have strong collaboration amongst each
other, which is reflected in service complementarity (for
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example, Nasa Tvrdava works closely together with Fortress
Apartments and Varadin Inn Hostel in case of food services
and overbooking of bed units). Cooperation and dialogue or
a support system is lacking between TONS and the art
ateliers, between TONS and the tourist agencies (besides
Panacomp), while the most unconsidered group of
stakeholders are the representatives of the civil sector that
have the weakest collaboration with others. Mutually,
stakeholders agree that they are collectively missing the
open dialogue, collaboration and support that is needed
from the city government, as well as more collaboration
with the Institute for Protection of Monuments in Novi Sad.

The ateliers are seen as a potential for further tourism
development, but this is also questionable due to their
unregulated relationship with the city. There is a general
agreement among the artists that the ateliers should be
open to the public, however openness towards visitors is a
matter of the individual attitude of each artist. It is believed
that it is necessary to establish better organisation among
artists interested in being included in the tourist offer, but to
respect the artists’ wishes, as they are not there only for
tourists, and visits can disturb their creative work.

Besides the tangible landmarks at the Fortress, higher
interest among tourists is brought by EXIT Festival in July,
which attracts large number of tourists, especially the youth.
As such, the festival represents a very valuable asset for all
parties involved in tourism, from the hospitality industry,
organisations, and tourist agencies to institutions and local
government. Nevertheless, EXIT Festival raises much
debates among stakeholders, being a long-running festival
that has been organized for 18 years at Petrovaradin
Fortress. Despite the fact that the festival is one of the most
popular motives for thousands young people coming to
Novi Sad in July, EXIT causes conflicting opinions among
stakeholders, who point out both positive and negative
effects. A common opinion of the interviewees is that the
biggest advantage of EXIT Festival is actually its very
attractive and unique location. Caterers and accommodation
owners receive most of the benefits during this event,
however, stressing that the Lower Town is unused and not
connected to the main event - describing the area as a
“bypassing point”. It is agreed that after the festival, the
Fortress is left in poor condition, neglected, and full of
garbage, which raises the question among stakeholders, “In
what way does EXIT take care of the Fortress in return?”

Where is the toilet?

An overall dissatisfaction with the poor conditions and
improper maintenance of the Fortress is evident among the
interviewed stakeholders, where resolving the major
infrastructural problems should be the main concern for
future tourism development. The major problems are in
relation to the lack of a sewage system, with no public
toilets in the Fortress and its surroundings (except in
restaurants). On the other hand, the problem of accessibility
as an evident obstacle for tourism development has been
identified - including the lack of official parking, traffic jams
during wintertime, and the impossibility for busses to drive
up the fortress. Due to the steep climb and the stairs, most
elderly visitors, people with disabilities or families with
babies cannot come up to the Upper Town, and a taxi drive
is the only alternative to reach the top. Transport is
important to the Fortress vendors (hotels, restaurants,
catering services, suppliers, etc), however, most of the
interviewees think that a pedestrian zone should be created



in the area of the Fortress , traffic should be banned, and
fees should be charged for parking and entrance to the
Fortress, with the proceeds going towards the maintenance
of the Fortress. It has been noted that a lot of facilities are
owned by the military, and the military does not have
enough finances to invest and maintain.

Remarks also referred to the lack of information for tourists,
the absence of tourist signage, the fact that gates and
attractions of the Fortress are not marked, and the lack of
info centres where tourists can inquire or take maps and
brochures. Neither is there an info panel at Vladike Nikolaja
Square, which is often a starting point for sightseeing. On
top of that, the existing brochures are dull, and there is a
lack of advertising, souvenir stands and other utilities such
as drinking water fountains, an exchange office, ATMs,
trash cans, or a small store of mixed goods (where visitors
can buy refreshments, snacks, cigarettes, etc.).

Moreover, the research of TONS indicates that 1.2% of

tourists link their dissatisfaction with Novi Sad to the poor
maintenance of the Fortress (garbage, insufficient toilets).

Conclusions

The overall research findings based on field research,
mapping, content analysis and interview results showed
that there is an evident lack of content, offer and basic
facilities for visitors at Petrovaradin Fortress and its
surroundings. There is no innovation and originality in
tourist products intended for different target groups and
users. In addition, there is a lack of cultural programs or
sports activities that would stimulate visitors to come to the
Fortress. One of the issues is that there is no proper tourist
signage, and the information about Petrovaradin Fortress is
limited due to the lack of an official visitor centre, where a
visitor could receive necessary information, find a guide or
buy a souvenir. Moreover, the infrastructure of Petrovaradin
Fortress is perceived as insufficient due to the lack of
communal services (public toilets, trash bins, sewage
system, and ATM machines) and overall poor maintenance
of the Fortress by the various communal services of the City
of Novi Sad (e.g. for cleaning and collecting garbage).
Another concern is the accessibility of the Fortress, given
that it is impossible for some tourists to climb up the stairs,
the issue of insufficient parking spots for cars and
unapproachable roads for buses and bigger vehicles.
Although the content analysis of visitors’ reviews showed
their general satisfaction to the landmark itself, when it is
pointed out, their dissatisfactory side refers to lack of offer,
infrastructure condition and maintenance, which also
corresponds to the need for further investments into the
Fortress.

Unfortunately, many of these identified problems are
consequences of the unresolved relations and unclear
management structure responsible for the preservation and
management of the Fortress. The tasks, responsibilities and
jurisdictions of each stakeholder are not clearly delineated,
their activities are not as coordinated as they should be in
order to provide sustainable tourist offers/products and a
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fuller presentation of the site to visitors, so that the
Fortress'’s great possibilities in terms of its dimensions and
spaces, could be fully used.
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Appendix 1. Tourist flows for the City of Novi Sad

Number of visits and overnights - 2016

Number of tourists Overnight
Month Total Domestic | Foreign Total Domestic Foreign
January 8,182 3,577 4,605 18,691 6,765 11,926
February 9,112 3,788 5,324 19,597 7410 12,187
March 11,057 4,179 6,878 26,487 7692 18,795
April 15,621 7834 7787 28438 11,910 16,528
May 20,580 9,374 11,206 36,077 13,835 22,242
Jyine 14,195 4,715 9,480 31,927 8,104 23,823
July 18,902 5,140 13,762 50,526 12,838 37688
August 13,440 3,751 9,689 26,181 7889 18,292
Septernber 16,028 4,981 11,047 31,246 8,915 22,331
Beiahar 19,022 9,832 9,190 34,147 15,864 18,283
November 14,299 5,173 9,126 31,978 9,163 22,815
el 14,051 5,464 8,587 25,283 8,571 16,712
TOTAL 174,489 67,808 106,681 360,578 118,956 241,622
Number of visits and overnights - 2017
Number of tourists Overnight

Month Total Domestic | Foreign Total Domestic Foreign
January 8,057 3,430 4,627 15,072 5,535 9,537
February 8,333 3,942 4,391 15,017 6,315 8,702
March 11,931 4,608 7323 21,539 7,286 14,253
April 18,471 9,349 9,122 30,439 13,431 17,008
May 23,624 10,987 12,637 43,361 16,306 27055
Tuine 16,805 5,127 11,678 31,957 8,609 23,348
July 20,152 5,067 15,085 46,758 11,356 35,402
August 17,580 4,653 12,927 35,130 8,578 26,552
September 19,416 6,863 12,553 34,052 10,557 23,495
Oeher 21,150 9,414 11,736 39,194 15,283 23,911
November 15,621 6,226 9,395 30,213 10,847 19,366
Dl 13,914 5,345 8,569 24,837 8,728 16,109
TOTAL 195,054 75,011 120,043 367,569 122,831 244738
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Number of visits and overnights - 2018

Number of tourists Overnight
Month Total Domestic | Foreign Total Domestic | Foreign
January 8,867 3,393 5474 18,480 5967 12,513
February 9,938 4,018 5,920 22,400 7979 14,421
March 13,553 5,156 8,397 29,664 10,185 19,479
April 19,157 9173 9,984 36,525 17,964 18,561
May 25,293 10,034 15,259 53,085 18,468 34,617
S 18,818 5,062 13,756 43,283 13,257 30,026
July 22,751 5,200 17,551 52,910 13,387 39,523
August 18,024 4,207 13,817 42,024 11,518 30,506
September 20,285 6,636 13,649 38478 13,734 24,744
Gl 22,693 9,761 12,932 42,742 14,456 23,979
November 19,499 7488 12,011 43,308 15,830 27,478
December 15,443 5,709 9,734 29,803 10,577 19,226
TOTAL 214,321 75,837 138,484 452,702 153,322 295,073

Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia

Appendix 2. Interviews questions

1.In your opinion, what is the highest value of Petrovaradin for the development of tourism?

2.What services are you offering to visitors coming to the Fortress?

3.What services or products are the most attractive and popular among visitors?

4.How do you influence the visitor's interest, what means of communication do you use?

5.Are you satisfied with the existing tourist infrastructure? What do you think are the main disadvantages and what would you

innovate in the existing tourist offer?

6.What are your main challenges in delivering a particular service / product?

7.Who do you most often cooperate with in doing your business and how does cooperation work? Do you work with some
organizations at the local, national, international level? Specify with which type of organisation, and whether it is a civil sector
or a private body.

8.How would you describe a tourist who is the user of your products / services?
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Appendix 3. Mapped stakeholders

TOURS

Name of
stakeholder

Tourist
Organization
of Novi Sad
(TONS)

TA Panakomp

TA Magelan

TA Putokaz 21

TA
Putesestvije

City Museum
of Novi Sad

Association of
Tourist
Guides

UGRIP

Content / Offer /
Service

Duration

Walking tour: 1 hour
Petrovaradin 10'
Fortress (max 25

people / Serbian

language)

1. Novi Sad
Scavenger Hunt
(max. 12 people)

full day

1. Walking tour: City 3-4
centre (Fortress hours
included) + drinks

(8-10 people)

2. Walking tour:

Upper and Lower

Town + military

galleries (max. 25

people)

Walking tour: 1 hour
What secrets is
Petrovaradin
Fortress hiding?
Walking tour: 3 hours
City centre +

Petrovaradin

Fortress walking

tours

Military gallery 45
underground tour minutes

Walking tour: 1 hour
Petrovaradin fortress 10
with a visit to Lower

town” (max 20

people)

Adventure walking 2-3
tour: hours
Underground of the

Petrovaradin

Fortress

Price

free

45 € per
person

6-30€
per
person

6 € per
person

1-3
people -
60 € per
group

4-50
(70 € per
group )

0.80 -
2.50 €
per
person

4.20€
per
person

50 € per

group
(up to 10

people)
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Communication /
Promotion

TONS website,
Facebook, print material
and maps

EPIC Adventures
website, Panacomp
website, print material
and maps

website, Facebook, print
material and maps,
http://
serbianadventures.com
http://www.visitserbia.org

website, Facebook,
TONS website, print
material and maps

website

website, print material
and maps

TONS website, print
material and maps

Facebook, YouTube,
print material and maps

Reservati
on

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone


http://serbianadventures.com
http://www.visitserbia.org

ACCOMMODATION

Hotel Leopold
|

Hostel Varad
Inn

Guesthouse
“Nasa
tvrdava”

Apartments
“Fortress”

EDUCATION

City Museum
of Novi Sad

Rooms and suites,

bar, restaurant, gym,
spa and wellness

Rooms

Rooms + food

Rooms

Big War Well and
Atrium;

Civil Life in Novi Sad
from 18-20t century;
Souvenirs

Astronomical Educational

Association of programs in

Novi Sad astronomy
Telescope sky
observations
Movie screenings

GASTRONOMY

Restaurant “8 National cuisine /

tamburasa“ live tamburica
orchestras, local
wine, panoramic
view

Restaurant Fish cuisine, local

“SAT” wine, panoramic
view

Restaurant Mediterranean

“Terrace” cuisine, panoramic
view

Restaurant International cuisine,

Hotel Leopold
|

Restaurant
Balkan
Express 021

panoramic view

Serbian cuisine

Min. 1
night

Min. 1
night

Min. 1
night

Min. 1
night

around
30
minutes

67 - 460
€ per
night

10-30 €
per night

25 € per
night

25-40€

(group
size)

0.80 -
420 €
per
person

free

2-18€
per dish

2-18€
per dish

2-40€
per dish

2-16 €
per dish
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Website, Booking;
TripAdvisor, Trivago,
Facebook, Foursquare,
TONS website

Website, Booking.com,
Hostel world, TripAdvisor,
Facebook, Trivago,
Foursquare, TONS
website

Booking, TripAdvisor,
Trivago, Facebook

Website, Booking,
Facebook

Website, print material
and maps, TripAdvisor,
Facebook, TO website

Website, Facebook

Website, Facebook,
foursquare, TripAdvisor

Website, Facebook,
foursquare, TripAdvisor

Website, Facebook,
foursquare, TripAdvisor

Website, Facebook,
foursquare, TripAdvisor

Website, Facebook,
foursquare, TripAdvisor

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

no
reservatio
ns
needed
(only big
groups)

no
reservatio
ns
needed

phone

phone

phone

phone

phone



Restaurant Fish cuisine, -
Aqua Doria traditional, local

wine, private

parking, outdoor

sitting by Danube

Restaurant Traditional Serbian
“Nasa
tvrdava“
Pizzeria Italian -
Macak
Multi tarte Sweet and sour -
pastry shop pastry, wedding/
birthday cakes
Caffe “Dublin” Hot & cold drinks -
CLUBS
Café / Club Hot & cold drinks -
Pava
Club Tunnel Drinks / music event -
Club Museum Drinks / music event -
MANIFESTATIONS
EXIT Festival Music performances, 4 days
open camp,
workshops, movie
screenings,
interactive promo
stands
Baby EXIT School plays, 2 days
concerts,
workshops, children
animation,
educational

programs for families
& children, promo

stands
Tamburica International 4 days
Fest Tamburica orchestra

performances and
competition and
following concerts

Gradié Fest/ Music performances, 3 days
Street movie screenings,

Musician theater plays,

Festival exhibitions.

2-18€
per dish

2-15€

1-8€

1-45€

1-3€

1-3€

1-3€

1-3€

25-100
€

Free

€25

free
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Facebook

Facebook

Facebook

Website, Facebook,
Instagram

Facebook, Foursquare

Facebook, Instagram

Facebook

Facebook

website, all social media,
Viber, YouTube, print
material

website, Facebook,
YouTube, print material

Website, Facebook, print
material

website, Facebook, print
material YouTube,
Twitter, Instagram, Flickr

online,
phone

phone

phone

online,
phone

phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online,
phone

online

no
reservatio
ns
needed

no
reservatio
ns
needed

no
reservatio
ns
needed



OTHER OFFERS

Civil society
organization
Suburbium

Association of
Fine Art
artists

“Likovni krug”

Civil society
organization
Scenatoria

Conferences, round
table, presentations,
exhibitions,
performances

86 ateliers are open
every day. Public
accessibility is based
on the individual
atelier user. The
most active is Atelier
61; Postcards &
custom-made
souvenirs

Cultural and artistic
content that points to
the value of the
architectural heritage

free

free

free
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website, Facebook,
Korzo portal, print
material

Facebook

website, Facebook,

YouTube, Flickr,
Instagram

*if tourist
agencies
want to
visit an
atelier
they
should
notify the
artist



Management

Chapter 2.4.

Structure, Interests and
Visions of Petrovaradin
Fortress Stakeholders

Katarina Zivanovié
Museum of Yugoslavia, Belgrade, Serbia

Daliborka Nikolié¢
Independent researcher, Belgrade, Serbia

To achieve sustainable development of Petrovaradin
Fortress, it is essential to recognize the importance of
engaging the wide base of local and national stakeholders to
inform, support, develop and implement an integrated
management plan. This is why this paper aims to: identify
the major stakeholders in the area of Petrovaradin Fortress;
to showcase the current segmented and uncoordinated
management structure; and to present different perceptions,
visions and convictions of stakeholders towards the current
state and possible developments of the area. Based on that,
this paper aims to propose recommendations for possible
future management structures. Research findings will be
presented first by looking at policy developments, then
overviewing main stakeholders, including their views,
interests and visions, ending with possible management
models based on the current layout of stakeholders and
their interests in the field.

Research Methodology

This analysis begins with the identification of Petrovaradin
Fortress’ current management structure. By using
stakeholder analysis methodology, stakeholders were
defined based on their interests and influence. This analysis
is based on the key legal documents of various governing
bodies, institutions and organizations, mainly their
founding acts and statutes, and their practice. Moreover,
previous research was used, together with web
presentations of key institutions and social media press
releases. The first part enabled not only the mapping of
stakeholders, but also their grouping based on their
importance following the assessment of their relation
between interest and influence.

Once stakeholders were mapped and grouped, a number of
interviews were conducted with key stakeholders, making it
possible to analyse their views, opinions and visions for the
future use and management of the Fortress. Based on their
answers, the current management structure was outlined,
shedding light on its strengths, weaknesses, opportunities
and threats. Data generated through questionnaires and
interviews contributed to the analysis of the potential for
involvement of different key stakeholders in future
management structure.
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A total number of 41 chosen stakeholders were contacted,
but the interview or questionnaire was conducted with only
19 stakeholders, predominantly the city institutions, civil
society organizations, and residents of the Fortress
suburban area. These city institutions are either the current
key stakeholders, or their vision is to act in such manner in
the future (Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments of Novi Sad, Urbanism and Tourist
Organisation of Novi Sad - TONS). Almost all of the
aforementioned stakeholders cooperate with each other.
Those who were seen by many stakeholders as generally
uncooperative also did not engage in this research - not
explicitly refusing to take part in the research, but attesting
they would send the results in written form which they
never did.

The last segment of the analysis represents the mapping of
possible organizational models based on applicable
legislation and regulations and insights into different
aspects of the existing management system, as well as the
possibilities for its development in order to achieve optimal,
transparent and participatory management.

Brief overview of policy
developments

There is no formally appointed managing body of
Petrovaradin Fortress, i.e., a governing body that has been
appointed as per law or regulation. However, the authority
of the City of Novi Sad has been the Fortress’ managing
body, though this is somewhat unclear and not recognized
by the stakeholders.

In the period from 1991 to 1993, the manager of
Petrovaradin Fortress was a public company founded by the
City of Novi Sad. However, the management was not
efficient, due to the fact that this company did not employ
adequate key experts who were positioned in other city
organizations. Hence, the company was terminated.
Thereafter, the authorities did not come up with another
solution to manage the Fortress; instead, in accordance to
an unwritten rule, all segments of the city administration,
such as the Mayor, City Council, public companies, and
public utility companies, unanimously agreed to a transient



solution that implied taking over the management of
certain segments of the Fortress. In practice, this extremely
complicated arrangement with complex and non-
transparent procedures is dysfunctional (e.g. the leaseholders
of the Fortress space, such as restaurant owners, art studios,
etc., acquire lease agreements without transparent
procedures, and these are terminated on rare occasions;
rents are extremely low and lease agreements do not
stipulate money to be allocated for the protection of the
fortress). Only a small number of competent authorities are
engaged in the Fortress management, mainly those
responsible for its protection and maintenance (see figure
24.1).

Due to the uncoordinated, segmented management
structure, many stakeholders bypass regulations and
procedures, reaching out directly to the highest
representatives of the City Administration to attain
obligatory consent and agreements. This is further
supported by the fact that the Law on Cultural Property,
which was passed in 1994, stipulates tasks in the field of
legal and technical protection of cultural heritage, but does
not foresee management, and therefore anticipates neither
management organization nor a model.

On the other hand, the Law on Tourism (2011) defines the
tourist area manager. Lately, several cultural properties in
Serbia have been listed together as a tourist area, and,
consequently, they were assigned a manager. The
advantage of this model is its efficiency, primarily in the
field of maintenance, sustainable development, development
of tourist facilities and management of finances, but its key
disadvantage is the reduction of cultural property to a
tourist attraction, i.e., envisioning future development of an
asset only through its tourism development.

Moreover, in practice, management of cultural heritage
through designation as a tourist area has also showed its
shortcomings. New companies or bodies formed to manage

Figure 2.4.1: Organisational scheme of the Novi Sad city
administration; its key stakeholders are marked in bold
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the sites do not have adequate skills, expertise and
competences to assume the complex role of managing
finance, conservation, tourist development and public
education in a sustainable and developmental manner.
Employment takes place through party mechanisms and
makes it easy to prioritize party and private investment
interests at the expense of public ones.

In recent years, various stakeholders recognized the need to
work on the management of the Fortress. First of all, in
2015, the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments
of Novi Sad initiated the creation of a Management Plan.
This initiative was financed by, at the time, the proactive
Provincial Government, but this document was never
published because it needed further analysis. Later on, a
Working Group was formed by the City in order to find the
best solution for the Fortress’ management structure. The
group consisted of representatives coming from local and
provincial authorities (including the Institute for the
Protection of Cultural Monuments) with the aim of advising
on possible future solutions. Members of the working group
met several times since its establishment, but without any
visible results. Officially, the group still exists even though
its members met only two or three times. In late 2017,
Europa Nostra Serbia and the local Faculty of Sport and
Tourism TIMS in partnership with the Institute for the
Protection of Cultural Monuments initiated the project Case
Petrovaradin. Later that same year the City Administration
for Economy commissioned a feasibility study related to the
exploration of the proposal to declare Petrovaradin a tourist
area, which also includes the Fortress management.
However, these initiatives are not adequately interconnected
and hence, neither are they part of a larger coherent
strategic effort.
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In parallel, additional interest in Petrovaradin Fortress was
initiated by the nomination of Novi Sad for the European
Capital of Culture 2021, even though the revitalization
projects of the Fortress were not listed in the Novi Sad Bid
Book for this title. The European Capital of Culture title led
to increased interest in the heritage of Novi Sad, and
establishment of the Foundation Novi Sad 2021. We can
assume that the title Novi Sad 2021 also influenced the
unexpected interest in the Fortress’ heritage by the
authorities on the state level. In 2016, at the initiative of the
President of the Republic of Serbia, funds were allocated for
the rehabilitation of the buildings’ facades situated in the
suburban area of the Fortress.

Mapping Key Stakeholders
Considering the great significance of the spatial cultural-
historical unit of Petrovaradin Fortress with its surrounding
areas, its complexity and magnitude, several thousand
residents and its various utilization and potential, it is not
surprising that its many stakeholders create an intertwined
network around the Fortress. These stakeholders operate on
different levels—local, provincial and national, public,
private and civil—and in various sectors, such as, culture,
tourism, trade, etc, performing either individually or
together with informal or formal groups and associations.

In order to understand the complexity of this network, the
authors have mapped out the Fortress’ stakeholders,

Figure 2.4.2: Identified and categorized stakeholders based on

their sphere of influence and interest

INFLUENCE

defining their importance based on a matrix of their interest
and influence (figure 2.4.2.). Influence has been assessed on
the basis of stakeholders’ ability to participate in decision-
making processes, while interest is based on their
participation, initiatives and implemented activities in
order to protect and present the fortress and achieve its
sustainable use.

After the stakeholder mapping was carried out, the authors
conducted additional research of the stakeholders that
proved to assert importance, which are marked in yellow in
the illustration. The additional research included an
analysis of these stakeholders’ activities and attitudes.
Based on this, the key stakeholders were defined. Below we
will briefly specify and describe the roles of these key
stakeholders.

The city of Novi Sad is the most important stakeholder. Its
administration manages the Fortress, plans and
implements various activities related to the Fortress’
protection, presentation and use, and finances a large
number of civil society organizations’ activities. Within the
City of Novi Sad, the following key bodies and organizations
were identified.

City Administration for Culture: Responsible for adopting
and implementing the cultural strategy, adoption of annual
plans of institutions of culture and supervising their
implementation.

Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments—Novi
Sad is the local branch of the established system of

high

middle

low

Ministry of Culture and Information;
Ministry of Trade; Ministry of Trade,
Tourism and Telecommunications;
Ministry of Defence; Provincial Secretariat
for Sports and Youth; City Administration
for Finances; City Administration for
Inspections; City Administration for
Environmental Protection; The Provincial
Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments; Museum of Vojvodina

Ministry of European Integration;
Ministry of Youth and Sports; Ministry of
Construction, Transport and Infrastructure;
Road construction public company Novi
Sad; Public Health Company; Parking
Service Novi Sad; Water and Sewage
Public company; Funeral Services Lisje
Novi Sad; Vojvodinadume; national media

Novi Sad residents; other citizens; tourists

low

Provincial Secretariat for Economy and
Tourism; Provincial Secretariat for
Culture and Public Information; City
Administration for Utilities; City
Administration for Urbanism and
Construction; City Administration for
Properties and Legal Affairs; City
Administration for Capital Investments;
City Administration for Transport

City Museum of Novi Sad; Vojvodina
Tourist Organization; Tourist Organization
of Novi Sad (TONS); Tamburica fest;
Cinema City; University of Novi Sad;

Residents of Petrovaradin wider area;
Local media; tourist agencies;

middle

Mayor; City Council; Military; Working
group for Petrovaradin Fortress; Institute
for the Protection of Cultural Monuments;
Institute for Urbanism; Greenery; City
Sanitation; Local community Petrovaradin;
EXIT Festival, Foundation NS2021

Hotel Leopold; INBOX, Scenatoria;
Suburbium; Association Jelaci¢; 3D
World; Likovni krug; Europa Nostra Serbia

Hostel Varad Inn; School Tvrdava;
Astronomical Society; Archery Club;
Other business owners; Residents of
Suburbium; Radio 021; Association of
tourist guides;

high INTEREST



O Public Sector
‘ Business Sector

Civil Sector " EXIT Festival

Institute for
Urban Planning

; ©)

’
’
.
.
.
.
.

: Tourism office NS '
| KLER
: City Administration

for Economy O

City Administration

\ for Culture Q

*+.. for Finances

Hotel Leopold

/

0

.

Insiftqte for the Protection

Croatian Sébigty for educatign
and culture “Je|agi¢”
%, Association oi‘.‘ Artists

% Likovni krug Y

3D World

CSO:Inbox
CSO0:Suburbium
CSO'.'.Scenatoria

O

Petrovaradin
Fortress

of Cultural Monuments .~ :

City Administration

.............. Europa Nostra

O Serbia :
City Administration
for Public Utilities Q

Foundation NS202}-" O

Q Academia K

City Administration .-*"
for Education .-’

Republic Institute for the Protectign"

F}I]QUfe 2.4‘3.']'1Thelﬁgvure bin of Cultural Monuments
showcases the re at@"zs ip between o The Provindial S it
the key stakeholders’ interest, based on their forTourism

distance from the circle’s centre, i.e., the Fortress;
the dot size illustrates the key stakeholders’ influence.

protection of immovable cultural heritage based on the Law
on Cultural Property. The Institute performs all activities in
the field of protection: valorisation of buildings and
premises, development of conservation and restoration
plans for rehabilitation projects, monitoring implementation
of technical protection measures, and participating in
urban planning. This Institute is the only institution which
employs experts for Petrovaradin Fortress. In addition to its
core activities, the Institute initiated the development of the
Management Plan proposal, which clearly demonstrates its
readiness to deal not only with technical protection, but also
to apply the principles of participation and integrity to its
work. Since 2016, the Institute has been actively involved in
the rehabilitation of the Lower Fortress area (street facades
and roofs); in 2018 the Institute started systematic
archaeological excavations in the aforementioned area. In
recent years, the Institute has been active in educational
projects specifically tailored to different target groups with
the aim of promoting the values of this spatial cultural-
historical unit;

The Novi Sad Museum: Currently, it does not demonstrate
greater interest in management, but the Museum keeps all
movable cultural assets associated with the Fortress; in
addition, the museum is located in the Fortress; throughout
the year, it maintains one segment of the underground
fortress space, which is turned into a tourist product;
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Foundation 2021: Established with the aim of coordinating
the preparation and implementation of the Novi Sad
European Capital of Culture 2021 projects. Foundation 2021
is not directly connected with Petrovaradin Fortress.
However, since cultural heritage is an integral part of the
European Capital of Culture concept, the Foundation aims
to raise the city’s cultural capacities and to initiate and
support the legislative procedures in the domain of culture,
primarily through the sensitization of decision-makers. The
Foundation also acts as a mediator, which is proving to be
extremely useful and necessary for the further development

of the Fortress. The Foundation is a partner organization in
the Case Petrovaradin project.

City Administration for Economy: Ensuring the
development of tourism, development and promotion of
hospitality, crafts and commerce, it also supervises TONS,
and regulates residence fees while monitoring its revenue.
In June 2018, the Novi Sad City Administration for
Economy announced a call for tender for the development
of “The management model with the feasibility study to list
the Petrovaradin Fortress a tourist area” Other key
stakeholders, such as the Institute for the Protection of
Cultural Monuments Novi Sad and Public Company
Urbanism, which are responsible for the preparation of
adequate planning documents, were informed only through
local media.



TONS - The Tourist Organization of Novi Sad is engaged in
the development and promotion of the tourist offers of Novi
Sad. With regard to Petrovaradin Fortress, TONS promotes
the fortress as the most important tourist attraction through
the following media outlets: printed material (@ map
published in four languages), video clips, promotional
campaigns on social media, engaging journalists and
bloggers, organizing fairs and road show events, and tourist
tours. TONS also researches attitudes of foreign and
domestic tourists, and designs and installs tourist signage.
If Petrovaradin Fortress becomes a tourist area, TONS will
be interested in accepting greater responsibilities in relation
to its management.

City Administration for Utilities and Housing Services:
Adoption of the annual plans of all public utility companies
and supervising their implementation; so far, but not
throughout the year, it has successfully coordinated the
work of public companies and public utility companies
during major events.

Public Utility Company Lisje: Performs tasks related to the
maintenance of the Fortress. It bases its work on the
specifications listed in the contract drafted by the City
Administration for Utilities and Housing Services, as per
orders issued by the City Administration for Urban Planning
and Construction. The work includes maintenance of the
wooden bridges, ramparts and trails. The Fortress is in no
way a priority of this public company.

Public Company Urbanism: Engaged in the preparation of
planning documents. The most recent valid document that
has been drafted and adopted by the city is the Detailed
Regulation Plan, which was a result of the joint effort of
Urbanism and the Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments Novi Sad. The Institute’s conservation experts
are satisfied with the plan, apart from the regulation of
traffic in the Fortress suburban area; its main street is still
used as a main road. Upon adoption of a document that
specifies the boundaries of a protected entity (pending in
the Ministry of Culture for several years) or upon
proclamation of the Petrovaradin Fortress for tourist space,
this company is ready to revisit the option of closing the
traffic on the main street in the suburban area.

City Administration for Finance: Balancing public revenue
and public expenditure for the City budget. Although in the
previous period it did not have great influence or interest in
the Fortress, now, due to the possibility of inding alternative
and innovative solutions for integral, multi-annual funding
of the Fortress, it was recognized as a key stakeholder.

City Administration for Education: Ensuring proper running
of preschool facilities, primary and secondary schools,
financing professional growth and development of
employees, and ensuring students’ transport. Like the
previous administration, until now, it had no great
significance for the management of the Fortress, but the
potential of strategic planning of school activities was
recognized in order to increase knowledge about the
Fortress's heritage, as well as to sensitize teachers and
children on using this heritage in a variety of ways.

Local Economic Development Office, KLER: So far, the office
has not been directly involved in the projects related to the
Fortress, but its staff is well trained in fundraising,
especially European and US funds.

EXIT Festival: Established in 2000, voted the Best Major
Festival at the European Festival Awards in 2013 and 2017.
In 2018 it received a Best Location & Looks award by Dutch
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Festileaks with the comment “[one] will hardly find a more
beautiful festival location than the medieval Petrovaradin
Fortress”. Nevertheless, a majority of stakeholders
emphasize its failure to take proper care of this area and
report that the event shows negligence toward the Fortress.
Many respondents believe that this festival behaves
irresponsibly toward the Fortress, usurping the public space
and public resources - before, during and after the EXIT
festival, public utility companies, such as, greenery,
sanitation, and water supply, maintain the fortress using
public funds. EXIT is organized in many ways - as an EXIT
business company, EXIT Foundation and FORT Foundation.

3D World (known as UGRIP): A non-governmental
organization established with aim to achieve goals related
to the cultural and spiritual heritage of Petrovaradin
Fortress. 3D World was established in 2002 and formally
registered in 2010. It is difficult to estimate the exact
number of its members, but it is certainly in hundreds. The
organization is hierarchically organized with an almost
military structure, and it is divided into four groups:
Warriors, Souls, Allies and Weapons. So far, this
organization has conducted hundreds of activities and
implemented many projects, but it is most active in
researching, cleaning and disposing waste in the Fortress
underground, as well as promoting the Fortress on the
Internet. Its activities have great media coverage. 3D World
demonstrates extraordinary power to mobilize young
members of the community. However, its work is rather
controversial, since the abovementioned activities are
usually illegal, implemented without the necessary permits.
In 2015, the Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments Novi Sad sent them a letter before an action
and an order to stop the illegal activities at the Fortress.

Suburbium: A non-governmental organization based in
Petrovaradin and established in 2002. It consists of
architects, historians, writers, art historians and sociologists
who are gathered with the aim of raising awareness of
Petrovaradin Fortress’ suburbs as a devastated heritage; in
the 18th century, this area was an elite part of the city, while
today it is only a dormitory for its 1000 residents and the
city’s main traffic road. In order to achieve its goals,
Suburbium organized many open space public debates,
exhibitions, and concerts, at the same time publishing
numerous publications, among which stands out “The
Forgotten City - Petrovaradin Fortress Suburbs” (Zaboravljeni
grad - Podgrade Petrovaradinske tvrdave), published in five
languages.

INBOX: An artistic association whose biggest project is the
Festival of Street Musicians; in 2016, INBOX moved from
Novi Sad to the Petrovaradin Fortress suburbs with the aim
of promoting its heritage and rehabilitating this area. In
addition to organizing a three-day festival, INBOX is also
engaged in networking of various organisations and
individuals focused on the revitalization of this area, such
as advocating that this part of the city becomes a pedestrian
zone. Hence, INBOX was essential in organizing an
international conference on the problem of traffic in this
area. Since 2018, INBOX has been running a cultural centre
located in the suburbs while being devoted to the
development of this area as an artistic quarter.

Scenatoria: A non-governmental organization also based in
Petrovaradin, whose goal is to create conditions and space
for the work of young artists and experts, affirmation of
ambient theatre, applied visual and contemporary art, as
well as highlighting the importance of protecting and
revitalizing architectural heritage and the environment. The



most recognizable activity of Scenatoria is the organization
of alternative hiking tours for the residents of Petrovaradin
and Novi Sad, with the aim of promoting the invisible and
forgotten heritage of the Fortress; these tours attracted
approximately 500 participants. Scenatoria is also active in
organizing art performances, stained-glass workshops, and
educational programs for children of school age, as well as
publishing the print edition of the publication Paper
Fortress (Tvrdava od papira), which emerged as a result of
collecting the memories and testimonies of the residents of
Petrovaradin.

Association of Fine Art Artists “Likovni krug”: Association of
artists from the Fortress. Some of them have been using
ateliers in the Upper Fortress since 1952 when the fortress
was demilitarized and imagined as an artistic space in
which citizens could be exposed to the work of acclaimed
contemporary artists. There are currently 100 artists
working in 80 ateliers covering over 5,000 square meters,
many of which are members of the Association. Leaders of
this association point out that, in the last 60 years, 400
artists have been creating in these ateliers, which resulted
in creation of approximately 80,000 artworks. They also
call themselves "the largest art colony in Europe". In the very
beginning, these ateliers were seen also as a potential
tourist attraction and were open to visitors. However, in
recent decades, due to non-transparent procedures, these
spaces are now rarely open to visitors and often change
their use, while being illegally rented to third parties.

Europa Nostra Serbia (ENS): A non-profit and non-
governmental organization established in Belgrade, Serbia
in 2007, dedicated to raising awareness of cultural heritage
as a basic right of every citizen and promotion of
professional, transparent, participative and contemporary
approach to protection, interpretation, management and
use of cultural heritage. ENS is a Country Representative of
the biggest pan-European heritage network. One of the
focuses of its work is to support the exchange of
experiences, ideas, knowledge and good practices on a
local, regional and European level, as well as lobbying for
policies based on an integrative and professional attitude
towards heritage. Since 2011, ENS has been active in
participating in the various projects related to the
Petrovaradin Fortress. ENS is the Case Petrovaradin project
leader, dedicated to raising awareness of the Fortress’ future
in a transparent, professional, and participatory way, and in
accordance with contemporary trends.

Croatian Cultural Education Society Jeladi¢ Petrovaradin:
Focused on the authentic intangible cultural heritage of
Croats created and developed in the immediate vicinity of
the Fortress, this organization is based in the birth house of
the Croatian ban and Austrian count Josip Jelaci¢
(1801-1859); it was built in 1745, and it represents one of the
most beautiful private properties in the compounds of the
Fortress's Suburbium. The society plans to turn this house
into a cultural centre and museum, and the cultural and
social hub of the entire Croatian community of Vojvodina.

Hotel Leopold I: The hotel is situated at the top of the
Fortress, with exclusive looks over the city, offering 59
guestrooms and suites and hosting approximately 7,000
overnight stays per year. It remains one of the most
expensive and elite hotels of the city and hence the only
one benefiting from this prime location.

University of Novi Sad: So far, the university has only been
indirectly involved in Petrovaradin, mainly, through its
research projects in the field of sociology, tourism,
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technology of materials, etc. However, the Academy of Fine
Arts, which is located on the upper plateau of the Fortress,
has been more directly involved with the Fortress affairs.
But, like several previous stakeholders, the University is
listed among the key stakeholders because of its potential
for future scientific and artistic projects, both domestically
and internationally, since activities such as these can
expand knowledge and stimulate the exchange of
experiences and good practices.

The Provincial Secretariat for Economy and Tourism:
Within the Provincial Secretariat for Economy and Tourism
operates the Department for Tourism and Regional
Economic Cooperation, which primarily deals with the
preparation and implementation of development plans and
programs of tourism and determines the issues in the field
of tourism of significance to the Province. It also determines
and enacts the tourism development strategy and proposes
and declares the tourist area in the territory of AP
Vojvodina. It subsidizes small and medium-sized
enterprises and tourist organizations, organizes trade fairs,
etc. In recent years, the Provincial Secretariat for Economy
and Tourism has been very active in finding management
solutions for the Fortress; hence, it joined a Working Group
with the aim of reaching the most optimal solution.+

Republic Institute for the Protection of Monuments of
Cultural Heritage Belgrade: Despite the fact that
Petrovaradin Fortress is a cultural monument of great
importance and that as such it is not subject to the authority
of the Republic Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments (which is responsible only for cultural
monuments of exceptional significance), Petrovaradin was
inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage Tentative List
Frontiers of the Roman Empire in 2015. The Republic
Institute is in charge of preparing the documentation for the
tentative list, as well as the coordination of the preparation
of the future nomination dossier.

Stakeholders’ Views Regarding
the Management of the Fortress

Increased awareness of the importance of an adequate
management structure for the Fortress together with an
extremely large number of stakeholders is the strength of
the future management model. At the same time, this can
be regarded as the biggest weakness, for there is no
coordination between the stakeholders, and their
cooperation is underdeveloped.

The majority of relevant stakeholders do not consider
themselves to be part of the management structure for
several reasons, namely because they consider
management to be protection and maintenance, and
therefore, only the competent institutions and authorities
should participate in “high level” decision making and
management. To illustrate these claims, below are the most
important statements of the key stakeholders in relation to
the Fortress management structure.

Residents of Petrovaradin Fortress Suburbium show strong
social and personal identification with their heritage - they
take pride in it, share a common history, concerns and
responsibility for the protection and preservation of the
Fortress, which indicates strong feelings of ownership. This
represents the greatest strength and an excellent foundation
for future management. On the other hand, the opinion and



perception of the residents of other areas of Petrovaradin,
as well as the citizens who live on the other side of the
Danube (which is in fact the majority of the city’s
population), differs greatly in comparison to the suburban
area residents (see more on residents’ views in the chapter
2.1. by Daj¢ and Vuckovic).

The Member of the City Council in charge of culture states
that the Fortress management is based on a decision
adopted by the Assembly of Novi Sad, which envisions all
regulations and procedures; hence, this system is
independent of individuals, i.e., the fundamental role of the
City and its companies, services and bodies is regulated by
law. However, the vast majority of stakeholders agrees that
there is no adequate management structure for the Fortress.

The representatives of the City Administration of Culture
state that the most common problems they face during
their work relate to the challenges, and not the problems,
and that they continuously work on solving them, and not
looking for justification. In this way, they express a positive
attitude and an optimistic approach, but the authors’
impression is that this attitude is quite declarative, since all
other stakeholders see the current management as the
biggest problem.

For example, the Institute for the Protection of Cultural
Monuments of the City of Novi Sad states that the biggest
problems are related to the inability to acquire support for
construction and communal inspection (often, their answer
to the problems is that do not have the authority to address
the ongoing issues). Moreover, there is almost no
coordination between various public companies and utility
companies that maintain the Fortress. In the absence of a
transparent system of governance, citizens usually perceive
the Institute as a key institution; hence, the Institute often
operates as the Fortress SOS Centre (regarding all possible
issues that completely exceed its competencies and
knowledge).

The Foundation Novi Sad 2021 notes the issue of
inadequate governance and highlights the hybrid
bureaucracy as the major problem, which has led the
administrative process to the point of absurdity; the
Foundation also notes the lack of connection between
various city services, as well as a lack of self-sufficiency
amongst institutions without an awareness of the common
good.

Similarly, the INBOX organization stresses the key problems
as: the absence of a strategy and a clear vision of the future
of the Fortress and its suburbs; the division of authority
over the Fortress among city administrations; and the
absence of a body entrusted exclusively with the Fortress
management.

One of the stakeholders who lives in the suburbs states: It is
difficult to talk about the forms and ways of the Fortress
management, unless there is a critical mass of reasoning
that can influence the authority to make this cultural and
historical monument with which everyone is proud to be its
priority and to receive adequate support. It is of vital
importance to establish an independent administration that
will employ professionals and competent people; they will
be able to perceive the problem from all angles; we also
need political will to enable independent management and
authority in decision making process. (It is necessary) to
organize vertically-planned, professional, and independent
management of the Fortress so that we can address causes
of devastation; only afterwards, we can discuss its

76

revitalization, and of course, taking into account all the
values of the Fortress as a cultural good.

The representative of the Foundation Novi Sad 2021 thinks
in a similar direction and states that the Fortress requires
integrated expert management with the transparent
management of the Fortress and its surrounding areas. He
believes that this would clarify purpose of this space.
Representatives of EXIT Festival agree. They state that the
main problem is the lack of a main governing body, [...]
hence, all the responsible institutions that take care of the
Fortress are not well connected.

When it comes to cooperation, the situation in the field is
best illustrated by a statement from the representative of
the Urban Planning Institute who says that different
stakeholders are not familiar enough with each other, they
are not aware of others’ activities, hence, everyone comes to
the same frustrating point thinking that nothing is
happening. In the future, cooperation should be based on
dialogue and understanding of other stakeholders’
positions; at the moment, unfortunately, there is no such
cooperation.

EXIT festival representatives even blame this lack of
cooperation for their own ability to contribute more. We
believe that our own contributions [to the preservation of
the Fortress] could be larger if we would be involved more
directly into some long-term planning of the Fortress’
development. This statement is somewhat emblematic of
the whole situation. Everyone is evading their responsibilities
because others are evading their responsibilities, and this
game of evasion goes on in a vicious circle in which the
overall sense of ownership and responsibility is eroded
along with the devastation of the Fortress.

Despite the fact that currently there is no satisfactory
cooperation among the various stakeholders, this research
has shown that three organizations significantly stand out
with regard to this issue—primarily the Institute for the
Protection of Cultural Monuments Novi Sad, which, as
emphasized, operates as an informal SOS centre for
citizens and organizations addressing all types of problems,
giving explanations of procedures, reports and requests.
This institution also successfully coordinates interagency
cooperation.

Second, INBOX has positioned itself as a hub that
successfully develops intersectional and transdisciplinary
cooperation and connects various stakeholders, including
bodies and institutions of the City of Novi Sad, artists,
NGOs, organizations, etc. At the moment, cooperation is
mainly focused on organization of the Street Music Festival,
but their leadership potential can certainly be used for other
activities.

The Organization 3D World and its sub-organization UGRIP,
although very controversial, should not be neglected. Their
outstanding capability in organizing volunteer work and
mobilizing young people to take an active role in the
promotion and preservation of Petrovaradin Fortress could
become an important engine of development.

Most of the key stakeholders who live and/or work in
Petrovaradin indicate that current management hasn't been
able to tackle the challenges of technical protection and
maintenance, and point out problems regarding the
physical state of the Fortress, such as damp and rodents,
traffic jams, lack of basic infrastructure, e.g., public toilets,
parking space, signalling, etc. The lack of infrastructure,



and especially an info centre at the Fortress, is one of the
problems noticed by the Tourism Office of Novi Sad.

One of the key weaknesses of this management system
recognized by the stakeholders is the inertness of the local
population, as well as their lack of information. The
stakeholders who live in the suburbs say that there is no
adequate media support, and that media, even when
reporting on events, do not emphasize problems.

Institutions also stress as a weakness the insufficient
number of employees, while the Institute emphasizes the
pressures of investors, as well as the fact that the proposal
for the boundaries of a cultural property has been pending
in the Ministry of Culture and Information of the Republic
of Serbia since 2015 and that they still did not receive the
necessary consent.

Finally, we can conclude the analysis of views regarding
weaknesses of the management system with the remark of
the representative of the Faculty of Sports and Tourism
TIMS who states that in the absence of clear responsibility
on one hand, and the commitment of those who are
responsible on the other hand, various stakeholders who
are feeding on this dissatisfaction are getting stronger, who
are even less democratic, or more authoritarian, autocratic
and more exclusive than the current authorities. That is the
right-wing classical intervention who wants to address the
issue in an aggressive and autocratic manner.

In their answers, the key stakeholders focused mainly on
strengths and weaknesses, while the opportunities and
threats of the management system were only sporadically
mentioned. As with strengths and weaknesses, opportunities
and threats interact with one another, that is, the greatest
possibility is at the same time possibly the biggest threat.
There are two key opportunities/threats specified in their
answers: European Capital of Culture and nominations for
the UNESCO World Heritage List.

All stakeholders believe that the European Capital of
Culture Novi Sad 2021 is a great opportunity for
Petrovaradin Fortress. Although this cultural property is not
a top priority, it slowly starts to appear as a significant site in
the plans for 2021. The title of European Capital of Culture
(ECoC) managed to bring the potential of the Fortress into
focus, as well as the vulnerability of its suburban area, and
indirectly contributed to providing the first serious funds for
the rehabilitation of its facades and roofs. Apart from the
possibility to explore one of the largest European
designations as a motive for the conservation of the
Fortress, a great opportunity has been recognized for the
use of ECoC in order to develop the habit of residents of
other parts of Novi Sad to intensively use this area, which
has not been the case so far.

The ECoC is also a threat considering that it is limited to the
title year of 2021 and that there are no plans for how these
initiatives and projects will develop in future, or how further
funding will be provided. One of the less favourable
scenarios would be that after 2021 this space will be left to
itself or, even less favourably, to be fully commercialized in
order to achieve so-called sustainability.

The second recognized possibility is the nomination of
Petrovaradin Fortress for the UNESCO World Heritage List.
Many stakeholders rightly recognize this as a great
opportunity, especially as UNESCO requires a developed
management plan as part of the nomination dossier, which
according to their guidelines should be participatory and
transparent. What is worrying is the fact that many key
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stakeholders are not familiar with the fact that since 2015
the Petrovaradin Fortress has already been on the tentative
list. That is, it is part of a future, not individual but group,
nomination entitled for the Fortress of the UNESCO
“Frontiers of the Roman Empire (WHS FRE) on Danube”.
Preparation for this nomination was done by the Republic
Institute which did not include local stakeholders in this
process.

The threat lies in the fact that the Republic Institute and not
the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of
Novi Sad is responsible for the management of cultural
properties on the UNESCO list, as well as for the
management of cultural property of exceptional importance
(in the case of a change in categorization of this cultural
property); so in theory the competence of an extremely
active and motivated local institution could be replaced by
the Republic Institute, which has neither the capacity nor
motivation to deal with another cultural property, especially
one that is so complex. In practice, the legal jurisdictions
were, in some cases, returned to the local or provincial level,
so it is not impossible to foresee such an agreement in the
event of Petrovaradin’s new categorization or registration on
the World Heritage List - the Fortress may be still managed
by the City Institute, but that would require additional
energy, time and readiness to lobby with various
government bodies and institutions.

Stakeholders’ Visions for the
development of the Fortress

In response to the question “how do you see the Fortress in
ten years”, stakeholders expressed different projections,
ranging from the basic realization of specific goals to an
almost utopian vision.

In defining their vision, the majority of stakeholders stayed
in their domain, or sphere of action. The TIMS representative
recognizes this as a problem; the TIMS sees Petrovaradin as
a space for diverse activities where everyone establishes a
kind of perceived ownership of the fortress. The art studios
would open to the public with thoughtful limited usage in
regards to time and programs. The most harmful activities
would be relocated to other, lower parts of the fortress.
Underground galleries would be explored, secured and
opened to visitors. The suburbs and the upper town would
better communicate. In one word, the Fortress would
become a truly public space.

The most comprehensive statement about the vision was
given by the representative of ENS Serbia. The statement
reads: [ imagine Petrovaradin as a protected historical unit,
but also a space for recreation, contemporary creativity,
manifestations and free time destination for the citizens of
Novi Sad; it should be an inevitable destination on the map
for excursions from Belgrade, Karlovci, etc. [ would love to
see the suburb not losing its charm with its residents being
proud because they live there and who possibly managed to
turn one part of their apartments into tourism capacities. I
imagine that the art studios are awarded for a 3-year term
through a public open competition, and that they are a
place of contemporary creativity but also surely fellow
artists. I imagine Wasserstadt turned into a festival spot and
that EXIT and other big festivals are held there, alongside a
camp area for tourists. I imagine that the Fortress was
interpreted through different stories and layers of heritage,
and that some of the local inhabitants are engaged in
guiding tours telling stories about the Fortress. I also



imagine that besides the City Museum there is an
interpretative centre or exhibition space at the Upper
Fortress, where people can learn more about the Fortress,
but also a space where exhibitions and additional programs
can be organized. I imagine that there is a management
body which consists of representatives of all relevant
institutions and organizations, but also an umbrella body
such as Forum, which sits several times a year, discussing
the development of the Fortress.

Similar 10-year visions of the Fortress are also shared by
representatives of the local NGOs and the residents of the
Lower Fortress. In their statements, apart from the adequate
protection of the Fortress and relocation of events outside
the Upper Town, they all share the same desire to close the
traffic on the main street, and to improve the use of the
Fortress as a recreation and sports centre, as well as
increase the number of cultural activities. Their visions are
consistent that Petrovaradin should be a natural extension
of the Novi Sad downtown centre.

The vision of local activists, as well as the suburb residents,
is best illustrated by the statement of the representatives of
Scenatoria. Their 10-year vision for Petrovaradin consists of
the following: Clean space. Info centre and information on
heritage arranged all over the fortress. Creating sustainable
space that contributes to the community, without violation
of the quality of life of residents and users of space.
Successive replacement of inadequate greenery with non-
invasive cultures, more promenades; achieved security in
all parts of the fortress. Close the main street to traffic. We
would like to see more sports clubs and facilities, open art
studios, old crafts shops, service shops, a grocery store, a
kindergarten, children's and youth's facilities, clubs,
arranged souvenir shops and facilities for tourists; public
toilets as well; and more fountains accompanied by
attractive educational boards which explain the Fortress
well system; festivals and events that respect and promote
the Fortress; educational and cultural institutions, library,
museum of photography, open air stage, a small theatre
and cinema, revitalized Gunpowder Magazine Josif,
sustainable usage of empty spaces; organized, safe and
accessible underground military galleries; reduced risk of
gentrification.

The Institute for the Protection of Monuments' vision is
focused on closing the main street to traffic, creating a
visitor centre in the Upper Fortress, and drafting clear and
defined criteria for the use of the cultural property.

In its vision statement, 3D World emphasizes that it should
not be short term, but a long-term endeavour, an evergreen
vision. In their ten-year projection, they foresee the fortress
divided in zones, with each having some creative purpose:
1. Hexagon - gastronomic offer,
2. Pentagon (Suburbium, Gradi¢) - an open-air museum
with autochthonous pubs, workshops and old crafts
shops,
3. Wasserstadt (Water City) - festival organization, as
well water boat activities enabled by the controlled
flooding of the trenches,
4. Inzel $anac (island fortress, space behind the Officer's
Beach) amphitheatre for theatre and concerts,
5. Bruk trench (Mostobran) - re-build the fortress that
was heavily damaged in 1926
6. Hornverk - Art and museum zone.
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Prospects For Future
Organization Models

For the Fortress to thrive in the future, it is of vital
importance to find a model that allows management of its
all valuable aspects, and not just its architectural heritage
and building land. Based on the current legislation, bringing
together all stakeholders can be carried out in four different
ways:

Network - It can be achieved either by signing a contract, or
a legally non-binding Memorandum of Cooperation which
allows two or more stakeholders to partner with a common
objective to achieve pre-determined goals. In this way, it is
possible to organize the Network, Centre, or Group without
the establishment of a new legal entity.

Association (such as, Association, Union, Centre, Cluster) -
An association would be a voluntary and non-governmental,
non-profit organization consisting of a group of natural
persons or legal entities who freely enter into an agreement
with the aim of achieving and promoting a specific
common or general goal and interests. The association’s
highest authority is an assembly consisting of all its
members; in this way, the management rights of one
member is limited with (equal) rights of other members.
Founders would be key stakeholders, or a group of
stakeholders associated with a specific goal.

Foundation - A foundation is non-profit non-governmental
organization established by one or more natural persons or
legal entities. (The main difference between the foundation
and the association is the fact that at least three entities are
needed for the establishment of an association, while only
one entity can establish a foundation). The city of Novi Sad
could be the founder Alternatively, the Institute for the
Protection of Cultural Monuments could be the main
founder. In a possible scenario, the foundation could have a
governing or advisory board involving all key stakeholders.
In such a way, the foundation would be a stable and
responsible subject (due to having only one founder), while
also being participatory and inclusive through some of its
decision-making bodies.

Business entity (the city of Novi Sad could be the founder)
such as a public company or a limited liability company,
with possible combinations of different types of association.

Conclusions

A finding that stands out from the rest is that there is no
proper management of Petrovaradin Fortress. Moreover,
management is considered nothing more than technical
preservation and maintenance. Consequently, there is a
lack of management of other aspects such as research,
education, interpretation, tourism, communication, funds,
community mobilization, and a complete lack of
participatory approach toward site management. Many of
the stakeholders who have the mandate to participate in the
Fortress management fail to do so. In addition, there is no
coordination among the stakeholders who currently
manage the Fortress.

Interestingly, none of the current stakeholders who manage
certain segments of the Fortress recognize themselves as
being part of the management process. In addition, they
never use the term manager to describe their workload. On
the other hand, the lack of solid management structure can



to some extent explain the high level of CSO activity that
steps into the organizational void and caters to the needs of
locals and tourists. Unlike elsewhere in Serbia, an
extraordinary number of NGOs and CSOs with a focus on
cultural heritage operate in Petrovaradin.

In addition to civil society organizations, there are a large
number of stakeholders from the public sector, whereas the
number of private sector stakeholders is significantly lower.
Numerous stakeholders constitute a great potential for
development of the management system; in the future, this
model could be based on participatory principles, but the
problem is that cooperation between these stakeholders has
not been developed yet. The strength of the management
system lies also in the fact that although there is no
adequate management, the problems and faults of the
current system have been recognized and the first steps
toward its improvement, i.e. complete reorganization, have
already been made.

A distinctive element of the Petrovaradin management
system lies in the fact that all its strengths are at the same
time its weaknesses. The same applies to its opportunities
and threats. In this way, the increased interest in defining
the new management structure is its strength, but at the
same time its weakness, since numerous expert groups and
bodies that are not coordinated have worked on the solution
of this problem, and whose work led to different
conclusions. The same applies to the potential of the ECoC
2021, or the nomination for the UNESCO World Heritage
List. The ECoC, as one of the most important European
designations, is a great opportunity for the development of
the Petrovaradin cultural property, but at the same time, it
is a threat if authorities do not ensure the continuation of
the projects after 2021. Likewise, the nomination for the
UNESCO list implies a detailed management plan that
requires participatory and transparent management,
however, all work related to the UNESCO nomination has
been carried out by the Belgrade-based Republic Institute,
which so far did not actively include local stakeholders.

When it comes to the visions, they are mostly inconsistent,
especially in regard to the issue of closing the main street to
traffic, inding an alternative location for the EXIT festival,
and prioritizing the tourist area over the development of a
public space intended for various cultural, artistic and
recreational activities that will primarily be used by the local
population, and then tourists. The disadvantages of this
research are particularly visible in the domain of vision,
and in its attempts to define different scenarios for future
development; hence, further small-scale research is
suggested, in order to provide complementary findings.

Domestic legislation and examples of successful practices
recognize various potential aspects of the Fortress’ future
management organization, such as an informal network, an
association, a centre, a union, a cluster, a foundation, a
public company, or a limited liability company. The choice
of the future organizational model should be based not only
on experts’ reports but also on consultations with all key
stakeholders and based on a widely accepted development
scenario. In this way, a major step will be made toward the
development of the future operational, professional,
participatory and transparent management of Petrovaradin
Fortress.
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Introduction: A review of the
strategies and projects
attempted by local stakeholders

The Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) approach presents
urban heritage as a palimpsest of evolving physical and
intangible layers, static and changing values, which
integrate an intricate reality (Bandarin & van Oers, 2014).
The case of Petrovaradin Fortress is without doubt one of
complexity, riches and an accumulation of diverse cultural
and historical layers, making it an ideal case for
experimental adaptation and application of the 4 types of
tools recommended by “The HUL Guidebook” (UNESCO,
2016) for the holistic management of the site. If we contrast
these tools with the current management system of
Petrovaradin Fortress, we can identify:

1. Knowledge and planning tools

So far, the protection of the area is based on traditional
planning tools and a thorough definition of “core” and
“buffer” areas according to recommendations in the World
Heritage Operational Guidelines (2015). The same
guidelines insist on the importance of the broader setting
(2012) and connections beyond boundaries for living
heritage (2015). However, actual “buffer” zones cannot
protect the socio-cultural value of the area, nor reach
beyond it (e.g. landscape and views of the citadel, territory
and natural systems or cultural attachments). Thus, we
should recognize multiple management layers of different
natures and scales (Turner, 2009), able to face changing
hard and soft pressures (Zamarbide, 2018) (e.g.
monumental protection zones, planning control zones,
strategic economic development zones, tourist zones,
community zones, etc.). For example, in this case, even
though zoning plays an important regulatory role in
heritage protection, the creation of a new bridge to the
southwest of the Fortress will certainly alter the views of the
Upper Fortress and the influx of people and traffic, which
might change the perception of the fortress, once
impregnable. At the same time, the diversion of traffic
through an outer belt surrounding Wasserstadt and
pedestrianization of Gradi¢ will possibly create quality
spaces for community and outdoor life (Figure 3.1.1).
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However, as a consequence, Gradi¢ will become a potential
area for touristic development and business, which may
just as well involve undesired gentrification and destruction
of the local community by touristic pressures. Thus, these
actions need to be monitored and integrated into a holistic
multidisciplinary strategy.

2. Community engagement tools

Communities must be part of the management strategy
but, at this stage, in Petrovaradin, they are still far from
being involved in heritage protection models.

First, we should ask ourselves what the cultural implications
of the fortress and surrounding areas are, and what
“communities” are linked to them. The heritage areas do not
only host living communities in Gradi¢, but also artistic
communities working in the Fortress, local businesses, and
civil society organizations (CSOs). If we also considered the
links that area has with the rest of the city, all the residents
of Novi Sad would also be a part of the living memory of the
Fortress and witnesses of its past, present and future.

Alternative ways exist to engage these diverse audiences,
from workshops to educational programs, tackling very
different issues, such as the local living conditions, city
memory, or new uses of heritage. These activities must aim
to give heritage a stable role in the everyday lives of users
and inhabitants, returning to them the feeling of
entitlement and belonging to the Fortress areas, which is
essential to placemaking and the protection of intangible
heritage values.

3. Regulatory systems

As much as heritage values need to be respected, shared
and integrated in sustainable development, they also have
to be defended from changing pressures and threats. These
can be of very diverse natures (e.g. physical degradation,
economic interests, flows of people), which can be
addressed by restrictive tools (e.g. control zones, heritage
protection laws) and/or more creative legal measures (e.g.
special permissions and legal exemptions that promote a
certain desired activity).

Here, conservation and rehabilitation rules for historical
properties are well-known widespread tools. Nevertheless,
among many others, we could also suggest for example,
mechanisms to grant use or property rights (e.g. use of



ateliers), regulations on the number and type of businesses
inside the Fortress (e.g. limiting the number of touristic
apartments and services, giving priority to local needs),
control of tourist flows, traffic regulations (e.g.
pedestrianization and speed limits) and so on.

4. Financial tools

Apart from public funding for monumental heritage
maintenance, the connection of the Fortress with services,
business and other cultural strategies that might bring
benefits to the area (e.g. festivals held on the Fortress
grounds) needs to be taken into consideration when
designing a management plan. The Exit festival, for
instance, is one of the most visible and profitable uses of
the Fortress, and though bringing international attention to
the area, it does not contribute to its protection and hinders
other types of development. Similarly, the Upper Fortress
areas are merely tourist-driven (e.g. luxury hotel, museum
and some cafes), but the touristic offer and the available
cultural experiences are still limited.

Besides this, financial tools could also be used to face some
of the gaps in the regulatory system. Easy examples are
state aid, tax exemptions or levying fines. While aiding
certain activities, or reducing the taxes applied to them,
these tools can contribute to protecting heritage values (e.g.
financial aid to owners that decide to refurbish and re-use
historical buildings, or tax reductions applied to local
entrepreneurs who decide to develop culture-based
initiatives in the area), while fines can assure the title to
tenements in the historic preservation areas (e.g. fines for
empty buildings and apartments). Such measures could
help maintain the historical areas alive, protecting heritage
values while allowing positive development.

Assimilating these ideas would possibly require thinking
beyond traditional heritage management models and
aiming at the creation of new creative tools based on the
local context. Here, this paper presents a holistic strategy for
the case of Petrovaradin Fortress and its neighbouring
historical areas, trying to adapt on-site protection tools and
actions to developing international ideas. With this, our
intention is to underline the need for integrated
development in the area, based on the various local
characteristics, making use of the existing cultural,
architectural, artistic, and natural attractions, and
facilitating the continuity of local lifestyles.

Potentials and management
startegies according to the
character of different areas

In the case of Petrovaradin Fortress, local stakeholders face
the management of a large historical complex, composed of
not only military structures on an iconic geographical
position, but also inhabited areas, archaeological remains,
green areas and neighbouring parts of an active city. In
order to take a first step towards management, it could be
easy to identify the whole area as “military heritage”
However, this would deny alternative existing realities
inside the complex, and hinder future sustainable
development. Traditionally, the management of military
heritage consisted of the interpretation and musealization
of the military structures (e.g. war museums) with a main
focus on the historical, architectural and evocative values of
the fortress, as can be seen for example in the iconic city of
Carcassonne in France. These strategies, which neither pay
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sufficient attention to the needs of the heritage dwellers nor
to intangible aspects of local life, cannot avoid the gradual
replacement of traditional environments by tourist-oriented
services. This is, for example, the case of the medieval
citadel of Dubrovnik, where the quality of life has been
altered due to the mass influx of tourism and the
uncontrolled proliferation of related businesses (Morris,
2017). Thus, recent approaches advocate for the adaptation
of military heritage to modern needs (Capelletti et al,
2008), even housing (Fiorino, 2015), and the introduction of
new uses, which can help diversify and attract different
types of activities and audiences (as could, in this case, the
introduction of music festivals on the Fortress grounds).
These actions are not necessarily negative, if properly
managed, but there is as well a high risk of neglecting local
needs in favour of external economic benefit when the
social narrative is out of focus. This means heritage at the
service of locals, and not the other way round.

Based on these ideas, the challenge in Petrovaradin is to
respect the different existing characters that can be
identified inside the official heritage protection zone and to
integrate new desired uses according to the necessities and
potentials of each of these areas and of the whole city. In
such a manner, the re-use could be one way to reconcile
with the city of Novi Sad and transform the Fortress into a
socio-cultural hub, not only a touristic one, avoiding the
isolation and socio-economic stagnation of the Fortress
area.

In this first attempt to define a holistic approach for site
management beyond monumental and physical protection,
four potential development strategies are defined according
to the different identities observed in the area.

Gradi¢ (Figure 3.1.2, in blue): Residential and local services
Gradi¢ holds a unique character as the “home” of the
Fortress, where historical residential buildings remain.
Besides this, recent excavations have unearthed important
archaeological remains that reveal new information about
the life of the communities in the area.

The Institute for Protection of Cultural Monuments of Novi
Sad has conducted renovation works on facades and roofs,
while the City Infrastructure Office has improved the
physical quality of the area (facades, pedestrianization, car
park, etc.). Nevertheless, following this character,
management strategies for the area should aim at
facilitating the life of the local community, respecting local
property and management rights, and strengthening
common memory and identities through the creation of
community spaces and services. It is also important to
control the proliferation of touristic services in Gradi¢ and
to give priority to the necessities and attachments of the
existent neighbours.

Contrary to what might appear as a limit on economic
development linked to tourism, keeping the community
character of Gradi¢ might help diversify the cultural offer
and attract quality tourism connected to local traditions and
narratives.

Wasserstadt (Figure 3.1.2, in green): Sports and leisure

After the planned military decommissioning of the area in
following years, the area will provide the city with buildings,
open spaces, nature, and a strategic location next to Gradi¢,
but at the same time not far from big traffic arteries. These
conditions give Wasserstadt the potential of becoming an
urban park, promoting sports, leisure, and nature
preservation through the re-use of military facilities and
open spaces. It could become a green space dedicated to



walks, biking, and relaxing in nature, with minimal
maintenance, as has been realised in Lille, in northern
France, within a massive Vauban fortress (even though the
fortress is partially occupied by NATO today).

The beauty in ruins could, with minimal effort, become a
newly accessible public space, which is not available
nowadays, benefitting primarily Gradi¢ inhabitants, but also
those in the close suburbs and Novi Sad citizens at large.
Thus, making use of a historical asset to serve local and city
needs would connect the nostalgic feeling of Wasserstadt
with the new attachments created by using it as part of the
daily lives of all Novi Saders.

Upper Fortress (Figure 3.1.2, in yellow): Touristic services
The Upper Fortress is already an important touristic asset,
with some infrastructure available and the potential for
improvement. The complex of upper defensive structures
compose the main iconic monument and can attract
tourists. At the same time, it is desirable to keep control over
the touristic offer and connect it to existing activities in the
neighbouring areas (e.g. artistic ateliers) instead of having
homogenous and dull services.Limiting and regulating
private sector investments to this area could also channel
quality tourism and give more attention to this area, instead
of allowing uncontrolled sprawl of lower quality touristic
services in a broader area.

Hornwerk (Figure 3.1.2, in pink): Artistic and cultural
activities

The Hornwerk, besides its defensive character, presents a
high concentration of still-utilized artistic ateliers and a
distinctive contemporary cultural character due to the
presence of the Arts Academy. Thus, it brings a new
narrative to the area. Here, the strategy could focus on the
artistic production and cultural offer, supporting and
enhancing the existing activity, letting the artistic
communities be part of the local management together with
public bodies and public investors.

Giving relevance to heritage
within local society through
connections with the city

UNESCO Operational Guidelines for heritage management
state that heritage management has to go beyond
boundaries and be part of an integrated approach
(UNESCO, 2012), considering the broad setting and
territorial connections (UNESCO, 2015). In this case, this
would mean that the management of Petrovaradin Fortress
should go beyond the official “site” and “buffer” zones
officially drawn, considering its position in the whole city of
Novi Sad and the surrounding territory as recommended by
the HUL approach.

Having said this, we should now take into account the
physical and socio-cultural links of Petrovaradin Fortress
with its setting, in order to achieve a holistic protection of
the area. The previous section presented 4 different areas,
which, in order to be identified and understood, have been
represented as coloured areas, limited by an apparent
boundary. Nevertheless, this article wants to underline that
a cultural heritage management strategy should always take
into consideration the links between target areas and with
the rest of the city, both physically, through circulation axes,
and culturally, by allocating common services and
representing common identities. Thus, the four areas
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should aim to create soft links between them, the city of
Novi Sad and the surrounding suburbia. It would be equally
important to integrate protection of the Fortress into the
broader planning and administrative tools, in order to avoid
problems of isolation, limited protection, or aggressive
infrastructures.

In this section, four axes connected to the 4 character areas
have been identified as follows.

Sport/nature axis (Figure 3.1.3, in green)

This axis connects Wasserstadt through the riverside of
Cradi¢. surrounding the lower part of the Fortress walls and
through the future bridge with Suncani kej Boulevard on
the other side of the Danube River. A daily flow of people
exists already along the Danube riverbanks, especially
during the summer season along the boulevard, connecting
different sports facilities (and occasionally the beach).
However, there are no dedicated big green areas nearby.
Enhancing the connection of the existing facilities with t