MODULE IV PRACTICUM TEMPLATE

We will work on the heritage-human security nexus brief until Week 12/13. 

Modeling the Heritage–Human Security Nexus (Term Project Brief)

Your name: ___________________________

Date of submission: ____________________

Term project topic (working title): _____________________________________________

The three non-negotiables (keep visible as you work)

1. Referent object: What exactly is being secured? (site / collection / community / livelihood system / plural memory ecology)  

2. Mechanism: Don’t just name threats. Show how harm unfolds as a causal chain.  

3. Test of success: Outcomes for people and communities—not only “restoration completed.”  

1/9: Name the case like an analyst (Issue + Place + Timeframe)

Case title (formula: issue + place + timeframe):


One sentence explaining why this is a bounded “case” (not a broad theme):



2/9: State why this is a heritage–human security problem

Write 2–4 sentences translating “heritage risk” into human stakes (choose what fits in your case study and be explicit. Flesh out that statement in your term paper introduction).

Human-security stakes (select and specify):

· Dignity / identity continuity: ________________________________________________
· Social cohesion / trust: _____________________________________________________
· Livelihoods (tourism/crafts/economies): ______________________________________
· Rights / access to cultural life: _____________________________________________
· Recovery capacity / resilience: ______________________________________________

Your short paragraph (2–4 sentences):





3/9: Specify the referent object (who/what is being secured)

Primary referent object (choose one and state it clearly):

Who is directly affected (groups/communities/custodians/users)?

Why this referent object is the correct one for your case (1–2 sentences):



4/9: Build the vulnerability profile (why harm is predictable)

Identify 2–3 vulnerabilities and briefly explain how they interact.

Vulnerability 1 (exposure / sensitivity / limited coping):

Vulnerability 2:

Vulnerability 3 (optional):



5/9: Write causal risk mechanisms (X → Y → Z, Z’… harm)

Write 2–3 causal chains. Each chain must end in human-security harm (not just physical damage): 

Interaction statement for each relevant risk mechanism (complete the sentence):

“Because ____________________ precipitates ____________________, this community/sector is predictably exposed to ____________________ harms.”

Risk mechanism 1 (X → Y → Z harm):

Risk mechanism 2 (X → Y → Z harm):

Risk mechanism 3 (optional):

Check: Does your “Z” describe harm to continuity / cohesion / livelihood stability / dignity / rights? Hint: It HAS to, to qualify as a “human” security issue.

☐ Yes  ☐ Not yet (explain)  

6/9: Identify second-order risks (unintended consequences / backfire / spillover effect(s)

List 2–3 realistic backfire risks linked to your case or likely interventions.

Backfire risk 1:

Backfire risk 2:

Backfire risk 3 (optional):

(Examples to keep in mind: exclusion/marginalization; displacement-by-policy; securitization drift; politicized hierarchies of culture (heritage A rated as more valuable that heritage B))  

7/9: Match instruments to risk mechanisms (what disrupts what?)

For each risk mechanism, choose 1–2 instruments and justify the fit.

Risk mechanism 1 → Instrument(s):

Instrument(s): _______________________________________________________________

Justification (complete the sentence): “This tool disrupts the chain at the ______ stage by ____________________________.”

Risk mechanism 2 → Instrument(s):

Instrument(s): _______________________________________________________________

Justification: “This tool disrupts the chain at the ______ stage by ____________________________.”

Risk mechanism 3 (optional) → Instrument(s):

Instrument(s): _______________________________________________________________

Justification: “This tool disrupts the chain at the ______ stage by ____________________________.”

8/ 9 — Define the test of success (outputs AND outcomes)

Success must be measurable. Provide at least 1 output and 1 outcome.

Outputs (deliverables: what was done):
1. 
2. 

Outcomes (lived changes: what improved for people/communities):
1. 
2. 

One-sentence success statement:

“We would call this successful if _____________________________________________.”
______________________________________________________________________________  

9/9 — Implementation realism (“actorness” reality check)

This is the “post-mortem” part of the brief: Good ideas and intentions aside, was human security served?! Name who implemented, what constrained them, and what would make implementation feasible.

Implementing actors (3–6, specific—not just “the EU”):

1. _____________________  2) _____________________  3) _____________________
2. _____________________  5) _____________________  6) _____________________

Binding constraint (choose the dominant one and specify):

☐ mandate/competence limits: ________________________________________________
☐ access/security conditions: ________________________________________________
☐ legitimacy/trust deficits: _________________________________________________
☐ staffing/funding/capacity limits: __________________________________________

Feasibility enabler (one thing that would make this more realistic): If YOU were leading the security action, what would you have done differently to secure success?
______________________________________________________________________________  
______________________________________________________________________________  


Closing “analytical compass” (use to self-check your brief)
1. What is your referent object, and why is it the right one?
2. What is your strongest risk mechanism? Does it end in human-security harm?
3. What is the most plausible backfire risk? What safeguard reduces it?
4. What would convince you success occurred in lived conditions?  


EXAMPLES: RIVERTON v. VENICE
HERITAGE-HUMAN SECURITY MODEL TEMPLATE
	Practicum element
	Comparative dimension
	Riverton (hypothetical shock flood)
	Venice (real chronic acqua alta risk)

	Case title
	Issue + place + timeframe
	“Surprise river flood impacting historic district and local institutions (Riverton; event week + recovery year)”
	“Recurrent high-water flooding risk affecting habitability and heritage custodianship (Venice; ongoing)”

	Why heritage–human security?
	Human stakes (not just fabric)
	Safe return, continuity of everyday life, recovery legitimacy, livelihood restart, preservation of community anchors
	Continuity of resident life, equitable coping burdens, sustained civic functioning, institutional resilience, long-term livability

	Referent object
	What is being “secured”
	Residents and custodians whose cultural continuity and livelihoods depend on the historic district’s recovery
	Venetians’ ability to sustain everyday life and custodianship in the historic city (livable, not only visitable)

	Vulnerability profile
	Why harm is likely
	Weak preparedness; limited emergency storage/triage; fragile museum/archive capacity; unequal resources for recovery
	Persistent exposure; cumulative maintenance burden; uneven ability to cope; governance complexity and long-term trade-offs

	Mechanisms
	Shock vs attrition logic (X → Y → Z)
	Sudden inundation → displacement → custodianship rupture → secondary loss (theft/neglect) → long-term discontinuity + fragmentation
	Repeated disruption → cumulative damage/costs → unequal coping → erosion of residential viability → weakened heritage community over time

	Instruments matched to mechanisms
	“What disrupts what?”
	Immediate triage (salvage + stabilization) + rapid documentation + emergency storage; recovery governance rules to prevent displacement-by-policy
	Institutionalized forecasting/warning + routine coping measures + engineered defenses + long-term adaptation investments

	Test of Success Indicators
	Outputs vs outcomes
	Outputs: inventories/documentation completed, stabilization achieved; Outcomes: return rates, reopening of cultural institutions, equitable recovery trust
	Outputs: timely warnings and protective actions; Outcomes: reduced disruptive impacts and sustained habitability/custodianship over time

	Implementation realism
	Who implements + binding constraints
	Municipal emergency services, local government, small institutions; constraints: time, scarce capacity, legitimacy of recovery decisions
	Multi-actor system (municipal services + operators + higher-level authorities); constraints: coordination, operational thresholds, sustained resourcing and legitimacy

	Second-order risks
	How protection can backfire
	“Heritage-led redevelopment” accelerates displacement; unequal aid distribution deepens mistrust; exclusionary rebuilding
	Over-reliance on engineering; unequal adaptation benefits; participation narrows (securitization-style governance drift)

	Safeguards
	How to prevent backfire
	Transparent recovery prioritization; community representation; anti-displacement protections; traceable documentation and grievance channels
	Transparent operational criteria; equity-sensitive adaptation; participatory governance; monitoring resident viability and distributional effects

	Success statement
	Minimum defensible claim
	Successful if stabilization + documentation are achieved and residents/custodians can return without exclusionary recovery
	Successful if protective systems reduce disruption and the city remains socially continuous and habitable for residents over time




