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INTRODUCTION  
This is a summary of the research report Malmfältens kulturmiljöprocesser (Sjöholm, 
Nilsson 2011). The research was carried out in 2010 by Luleå University of 
Technology and Norrbottens museum, the County Museum of Norrbotten. The 
reason for undertaking the study was the on-going urban transformations of the 
two towns, Kiruna and Malmberget, both in the northernmost part of Sweden, 
due to subsidence caused by the expanding mining industry. The mining area in 
Norrbotten is sometimes called ‘Malmfälten’. The aim of the study was to acquire 
more knowledge about the difficulties that occur when the different values placed 
on cultural heritage sites are used as the basis for determining which will be 
preserved and which will be demolished. Earlier studies have revealed a tendency 
for such difficulties override urban planning processes. The study was fully 
financed by the National Heritage Board.  

 

BUILT CULTURAL HERITAGE 
The entire town of Kiruna, in the municipality of Kiruna, is a cultural heritage 
site of national interest (Riksantikvarieämbetet 2010), as is the entire settlement of 
Malmberget, in the municipality of Gällivare, located approximately 120 
kilometres south of Kiruna (Riksantikvarieämbetet 1990). The County 
Administrative Board has drawn up in-depth descriptions of the heritage sites in 
the two towns.  

In Kiruna, four buildings are listed according to the Heritage Conservation 
Act (Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001b, Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001a, 
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001c, Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2003). In 
Malmberget, two buildings have been evaluated as significant enough to be listed 
in the early 21st century, but they have not been added to the list (Länsstyrelsen i 
Norrbottens län 2002). In both Kiruna and Malmberget, there are also church 
buildings protected by the Heritage Conservation Act.  

The municipalities of Kiruna and Gällivare have had different objectives for 
their respective conservation planning. Both municipalities adopted conservation 
plans during the 1980s (Kiruna kommun 1984, Gällivare kommuns 
planeringsavdelning, NAB Konsult 1984 and rev 1985). In Kiruna, a large 
number of historic and aesthetic buildings have been protected in the detailed 
development plans. This has not been the case in Malmberget, partly due to the 
fact that significant parts of the urban area have never been formally planned. 
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Over the past years, both municipalities have analysed their built cultural heritage 
(Gällivare kommun 2006, Kiruna kommun 2008) and have also revised their 
detailed comprehensive plans due to the urban transformations (Kiruna kommun 
2006, Gällivare kommun 2008), because of the urban transformations. In Kiruna, 
a new detailed development plan has been drawn up for the area closest to the 
mine, which will be the first to be affected by the subsidence (Kiruna kommun 
2009, Kiruna kommun 2010).  

 

METHOD  
This study investigates how the built cultural heritage is evaluated and managed in 
urban transformation processes. This has been carried out by studying planning 
and heritage documents. These consist of official documents about the cultural 
heritage sites of national interest, and investigations and decisions concerning 
listed buildings. In addition, the municipalities’ recent or on-going detailed 
comprehensive plans, detailed development plans and conservation plans were 
studied. Semi-structured interviews were carried out with key people involved in 
the urban planning processes with representatives for the municipality of Kiruna, 
the municipality of Gällivare, the County Administrative Board, the mining 
company LKAB and with the tourist organisations Gellivare Lapland and Kiruna 
Lapland.  
 

THE STUDY  
The areas to be affected first by the subsidence have been particularly studied: the 
so-called Company areas in Malmberget and in Kiruna, the Town Hall in Kiruna 
and the towns’ industrial heritage sites.  

The Company area in Malmberget is a residential area built by the mining 
company in the late 19th century. There is a big difference in the significance of 
the area as a cultural heritage site of national interest and how the built 
environment is legally protected by the Heritage Conservation Act and the 
Planning and Building Act. Very few historically significant buildings are 
protected. Neither has it been decided what will happen to the historic buildings 
in the contemporary urban transformation. A small number of buildings have 
been dismantled; they may be reassembled in the future. Most of the culturally 
significant buildings are likely to be demolished as the urban transformation 
continues.  

In Kiruna, most of the buildings within the so-called Company area, a 
residential area built by the mining company in the early 20th century and 
identified as culturally significant, are also are formally protected in the 
municipality’s detailed development plans. In the municipality’s detailed 
comprehensive planning, as well as in the first version of a new detailed 
development plan for the area closest to the mine, the municipality had the 
intention of preserving all the protected buildings by moving them as the 
subsidence area expanded. However, when the detailed development plan was 
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finally approved by the municipality in February 2011, the approach had changed. 
Only a small number of the previously protected buildings were then chosen for 
preservation. As an addition to the detailed development plan, the municipality 
and the mining company also agreed exactly which buildings to preserve 
throughout the entire urban transformation process. Very few buildings will 
remain according to this agreement. The County Administrative Board does not 
agree with the selection and might therefore overrule the municipality’s detailed 
development plan.  

The Kiruna Town Hall is a listed building, protected by the Heritage 
Conservation Act. When the urban transformation planning started around 2004, 
the municipality’s intention, according to the detailed comprehensive plan, was to 
move the building. However, in 2010, the municipality and the mining company 
made an application to the County Administrative Board to remove the 
protection, in order to tear the building down. So far, the County Administrative 
Board has made no decision. The Town Hall is a famous building, which has 
attracted a lot of interest. In 1964, when it was newly built, the Town Hall 
received the prestigious Kaspar Salin prize. Now, because of the urban 
transformation, organisations such as the Swedish Association of Architects, 
Europa Nostra Sweden, DOCOMOMO Sweden and the Swedish Association of 
Building Preservation have protested against the municipality’s plans to demolish 
it.  

The image of the industrial heritage in Kiruna and in Malmberget is 
complex. The industrial areas are part of the cultural heritage sites of national 
interest, but are not protected either by the Heritage Conservation Act or the 
Planning and Building Act. Some industrial buildings recognised as historically 
significant have been demolished. The tourist industry seems to appreciate the 
industrial heritage more than the municipalities do in their urban planning.  
 

CONCLUSION 
The cultural significance of the built cultural heritage in Kiruna and in 
Malmberget is well described and a large number of buildings and built-up areas 
are legally protected. In spite of this, there are difficulties in managing the cultural 
heritage in the urban planning. One reason might be that central questions 
concerning what the built cultural heritage consists of, by what means it can and 
should be preserved and for whom and for what purpose, have not been 
thoroughly addressed in the urban planning processes.  

Several stakeholders have a shared responsibility for the built cultural 
heritage. Within each municipality, there are several offices involved. The 
national state is represented both by the County Administrative Board and by the 
National Heritage Board. Also, property owners have responsibilities, in this case 
especially the mining company LKAB. This study indicates that all stakeholders 
find the built cultural heritage to be important, but they also find it to be someone 
else’s responsibility. The informants’ own organisations are apparently not 
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considered to have sufficient resources or authority to prioritise the built cultural 
heritage in the urban planning processes.  

Using discourse analysis, several, often parallel, perspectives of the built 
cultural heritage have been identified. One perspective is that stakeholders 
perceive all parts of the built environment as a part of the cultural heritage, 
independent of legal protection. An alternative way of perceiving the cultural 
heritage is to define it as identical to the buildings that have formal protection. A 
third perspective is to limit the built cultural heritage to ‘beautiful buildings’.  

A striking fact is that the cultural heritage issue is regarded as a ‘non-
question’ in the urban planning processes, often neglected in formal planning 
activities. In discussions about sustainability, the built cultural heritage is discussed 
in terms of being secondary, whereas economic and ecological issues are 
prioritised. There are also different opinions about how buildings that are to be 
moved should be managed at a new location; some stakeholders argue they should 
be integrated into new-built areas, while others prefer that the buildings that have 
been moved are contained within a museum area.  

Different planning strategies have been used in the urban planning processes. 
One planning type can be interpreted as incremental, where complex issues have 
been simplified. There has also been a communicative planning process, with 
many actors invited to join the discussion to find consensus. Other planning 
processes can be characterised as a negotiation between fewer stakeholders.  

Based on the result of the study, we can see that the management of the 
built cultural heritage in Kiruna and in Malmberget can be improved by a more 
effective use of the planning tools available. The municipalities have the potential 
to strengthen the cultural heritage environments in urban planning through the 
detailed comprehensive planning process. Using the detailed comprehensive plans, 
it would be possible to make sustainable, long term decisions, approved by 
inhabitants as well as other authorities. There is also a need for better dialog 
between the various stakeholders to achieve common understanding of cultural 
heritage values. There is great potential for the tourism industry to develop the 
town’s cultural heritage.  
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