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ABSTRACT
This licentiate thesis is part of a larger case study that examines the built cultural
heritage in Kiruna’s urban transformation. The research study presupposes it is
necessary to address cultural significance of the built environment in urban
planning practice. In Sweden, a conservation planning strategy emerged during
the 1980s, in response to the extensive urban renewals that took place in many
towns over the decades before. In spite of this, there are many examples of how
demands for urban renewal challenge urban conservation.
The aim of the thesis is to explore how the concept of built cultural heritage
is understood in contemporary urban planning and how urban planning practice
affects the built cultural heritage. The main research question is: how are buildings
and built environments transformed into cultural heritage?
The analysis draws on concepts such as ‘heritagisation’, ‘heritage’ and
‘authorised heritage discourse’. Heritagisation is defined as a process in which
something, such as a built environment, turns into heritage. Heritage is perceived
as a social and cultural construction in which values and meanings are attributed
to, for instance, built environments. There is a distinction between official
heritage that is authorised by legislation and unofficial heritage, which is not
formally recognised. The authorised heritage discourse is characterised as a
hegemonic heritage discourse favouring the monumental and aesthetically
appealing, being a concern for heritage specialists.
The research is performed as a qualitative, interpretative intrinsic case study
of Kiruna’s contemporary urban transformation. The case study is triangulated
using multiple methods and a variety of data. The main methods used are text
analysis of records, planning documents and media coverage as well as semistructured interviews and observations.
Kiruna was established in 1900, with the mining company LKAB as the
main stakeholder, in order to provide housing for the large number of workers
required in the iron ore industry. The hopes were very high for the design of the
new town and some of Sweden’s most famous architects, planners and artists at
the time were hired. From the 1980s until 2005, the town’s built environments
were recognised as built cultural heritage. Local, regional and national authorities
collaborated in protecting designated buildings. In 2004, it became publicly
known that subsidence caused by mining activities would affect the settlement;
the town would, therefore, be relocated. This has caused controversies around the
management of the built cultural heritage in the urban transformation processes.
The case of Kiruna illustrates the impact of legislation in defining built
cultural heritage and the influence of the authorised heritage discourse on urban
planning practice. There are, however, difficulties in implementing the notion of
cultural heritage as socially and culturally constructed into urban planning
processes; rather, the heritage is perceived as a fixed entity. It is suggested that also
unofficial heritage should be recognised in the urban planning processes, in order
to manage the long-term urban transformation process.
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INTRODUCTION
This licentiate thesis is a part of my PhD studies in Architecture, at the Luleå
University of Technology. I began my PhD studies in 2011, with my first year
being part of the university’s project ‘New Giron’. As a basis for my PhD
education, I have a degree in integrated conservation of built environments, and
have worked in the conservation field for over a decade. The work leading up to
this licentiate thesis has partly been an exploration of handling practical experience
in an academic context. One purpose of this thesis is to investigate how to design
the next part of my PhD studies.
This licentiate thesis is part of a larger case study of Kiruna’s urban
transformation. It is a compilation thesis, consisting of two separate sub-studies
and a literature review. The literature review was published in 2013 as a scientific
report. The first sub-study, Malmfältens kulturmiljöprocesser, was carried out with
Professor Kristina L Nilsson and presented as a scientific report in 2011. The
second sub-study, Approaches to built cultural heritage in urban transformations, I have
written single-handed as a scientific article.

Background
Buildings and built environments affect people, particularly in the urban
environment. A mixture of various ages of buildings in cities is seen as attractive
(Sternudd 2007). To keep such variation, conservation is often an issue for
contemporary urban planning practice. One event that is attributed great
importance in recognising the significance of the ‘built cultural heritage’ was the
European Architectural Year in 1975, initiated by the Council of Europe. This
event resulted in the European Charter of the Architectural Heritage, also called the
Declaration of Amsterdam, emphasising the importance of Europe’s architectural
heritage (Council of Europe 1975) and was a response to the growing interest in
urban conservation in the Western world.
In Sweden, massive urban renewals took place in many town centres due to
the booming economy that existed after the Second World War, from the 1950s
until the 1970s. Motives for the transformations were often to modernise housing
and commercial properties and ease traffic problems (Johansson 1997). New
legislation with emphasis on conservation planning was adopted in Sweden during
the 1980s, partly to prevent a continuation of the large-scale demolitions of the
previous decades. The municipalities were granted the authority to protect
buildings and built environments by the Planning and Building Act from 1987,
whereas the state protected archaeological sites, churches and listed buildings by
the Heritage Conservation Act from 1988. Even if drastic changes in the built
environments still occurred, a conservation planning strategy emerged. Many
municipalities adopted conservation plans and protected buildings in detailed
development plans from the 1980s and onwards. During the same decade, the
state listed approximately 1700 cultural heritage sites as sites of national interest
according to the Act on the Management of National Resources (today protected
by the Environmental Code).
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Managing the cultural significance of buildings and places in urban planning
has, however, proved to be difficult. There are many examples of how various
demands for ‘urban renewal’ challenge urban conservation and create
controversies between interest groups. The disputes include places and buildings
that are designated as built cultural heritage; listed buildings as well as cultural
heritage sites of national interest are occasionally contested. Whether officially
protected or not, destruction of buildings and changes in the urban setting affect
and engage many people; there is sometimes opposition from not only
conservation specialists but also by the general public. One example that illustrates
this phenomenon is a list provided by The Swedish Association for Building
Preservation (Svenska byggnadsvårdsföreningen) on the organisation’s webpage
(Svenska byggnadsvårdsföreningen 2013). Anyone may report buildings that are
considered to be threatened in one way or another – it may be through
demolition, lack of maintenance, or careless rebuilding. The association’s purpose
with the list is to encourage a debate concerning the built cultural heritage and to
possibly save the reported buildings.
Two unusual examples, which will be further investigated in this licentiate
thesis, are the towns of Kiruna and Malmberget, which are in the process of
dramatic physical transformations as a result of subsidence caused by the mining
industry’s expansion. Both towns are designated as cultural heritage sites of
national interest, but this has been of little influence on the urban planning
processes. Since the urban changes will be extensive, it provides a good
opportunity to study the complexity of ‘built cultural heritage’, the value
assessment of it and how it has been managed in the contemporary urban planning
processes.

The towns of Malmberget and Kiruna
Both Malmberget and Kiruna in the northernmost part of Sweden were
established as mining towns, in order to enable iron ore mining in a scarcely
populated area, sometimes referred to as Malmfälten. The towns are, together
with railways, shipping ports for the iron ore and hydropower plants, part of a
huge industrial system created in the second half of the 19th century in order to
exploit the large iron ore deposits within the area (Hansson 1998).
Malmberget is a settlement located very near the town of Gällivare, in the
municipality of Gällivare. Gällivare was established in 1742 when it was decided
to build a church there. Malmberget, roughly five kilometres north of Gällivare,
was established in 1888 as a shanty town when the railway opened (Forsström
1973). Due to the communication available at the time, Gällivare was too far from
the mine, so the workers built temporary houses close to their workplace. There
was a good deal of financial speculation over the iron ore mine and its ownership
changed several times in the late 19th century. This contributed to the poor living
conditions in the settlement; with no obvious stakeholder responsible for planning
and building, the shanty town became overcrowded with an inadequate building
stock. A town plan was not approved until 1899. In the 1950s, when Malmberget
had developed into a prosperous town, subsidence caused by the mining activities
resulted in a huge, open pit. The pit forced the town centre to be relocated
8

during the 1960s; it was thoroughly planned and rebuilt with new buildings,
except for the old church that was moved to another location. At the present, the
pit divides Malmberget and is still expanding.
Kiruna was established at the turn of the 20th century by the mining
company LKAB about 120 kilometres north of Malmberget, in the iron ore
mountains of Luossavaara and Kiirunavaara (Brunnström 1980). The mining
company was established in 1890 with the purpose of exploiting these iron ore
deposits; the town was necessary in order to house the workers needed for the
mine. However, due to the poor conditions in Malmberget, there was national
opposition to the opening of the mine and the government was reluctant to allow
the venture. In order to obtain permission, LKAB needed to plan and build the
new town to a very high standard. Some of the most famous Swedish planners,
architects and artists were engaged in the development of Kiruna.
Currently, LKAB is the dominant industry, both in Malmberget and in
Kiruna. Because of the increasing prices of iron ore on the world market in the
21st century, the mining company has expanded its mining activities. As the
settlements are located close to the mines, there has been and will be huge impacts
on the built environments. The municipality of Gällivare is planning for
Malmberget to completely disappear within the next twenty years; the time plan
is not fixed as it is determined by the mining activity (Gällivare kommun 2008).
In its urban planning, the municipality is aiming to relocate Malmberget’s
inhabitants to the town of Gällivare. In Kiruna, the mine has caused subsidence
and parts of the town, including the town centre, will be relocated over the next
twenty years (Kiruna kommun 2006). This process is presented and discussed in
more detail in the case study of this licentiate thesis.

Aim and research questions
The main aim of the study used as the basis for this licentiate thesis is to explore
how the concept of ’built cultural heritage’ is understood in contemporary urban
planning practice and how this urban planning affects the built cultural heritage.
The objective is especially to study perceptions, evaluations and re-evaluations of
built cultural heritage in urban transformations. This is explored in relation to the
urban transformations in Kiruna and in Malmberget, based on a case study of
Kiruna’s built environment. The main research question is: how are buildings and
built environments transformed into cultural heritage?

Research position and role of researcher
Before my PhD studies, I had experience as a practitioner in the field of
conservation of built heritage. My previous job was at the County Museum of
Norrbotten; my work included investigations of the buildings and built
environments in Kiruna and Malmberget. I have followed the transformation
process in Kiruna since 2004, when the so-called ‘town move’ was first
announced by the municipality. I particularly worked with Kiruna’s built
environments as a result of the urban transformation. For example, I carried out a
project, initiated by the museum and financed by the County Administrative
9

Board, mapping the perceived historic and aesthetic values of Kiruna’s built
environments (Sjöholm 2008). I have also worked as a consultant on behalf of the
museum, carrying out an analysis of the built cultural heritage in Kiruna
commissioned by the municipality of Kiruna (Kiruna kommun 2008). As a
consequence, I am familiar with the case study area and the complexity of the ongoing urban transformation. In my role as researcher, I have strived for carrying
out objective observations.

THE PREVIOUS RESEARCH FIELD
In this section, the literature for the study is described. There is a special focus on
the concept of ‘critical heritage studies’, a topic currently under discussion
internationally in heritage studies. There is also a summary of a literature study
based on a database search. Certain concepts are introduced such as ‘heritagisation’
and ‘authorised heritage discourse’ and are central to the study; they will be
discussed in more detail in the theory section.

Critical heritage studies
Over the past few years, the area of ‘critical heritage studies’ has been emphasised
within the academic field of heritage studies. Smith (2012) outlined how heritage
studies emerged as a discipline in the 1980s as an interdisciplinary field, with
researchers from fields such as history, archaeology, sociology, geography and
tourism contributing to its establishment. Smith identified a number of reasons for
the development of the field of heritage studies. She described an interest in
saving what was perceived as threatened cultural heritage, combined with an
“uncontrolled economic exploitation of heritage”, together with political
“conservative social and cultural policies” developing in the Western world as
driving forces (Smith 2012:536). In addition to this, Smith recognised political
conflicts, with cultural and identity claims, as a growing issue.
During the 1990s, two dominant tendencies within heritage studies
emerged, according to Smith (2012). One tendency focused on technical
approaches and case study work over theoretical debate. Political and cultural
issues were blurred because of “an avid reluctance to consider a synthetic analysis
of the consequence of preservation practice beyond its impact on architectural or
archaeological fabric” (Smith 2012:537). The other tendency viewed heritage as
“a popular form of history; that popular concepts of heritage must be regarded
with suspicion and brought under the control of such professionals as historians,
archaeologists and museum curators” (Smith 2012:537). Smith did find examples
of research taking other approaches, for example, by Brian Graham, Gregory
Ashworth and John Tunbridge (see below), but these were not as influential as the
main tendencies.
Smith (2012) therefore argued that there was a need for ‘critical heritage
studies’. She credited Rodney Harrison as being the first person to use the phrase
in a 2010 publication, even though she stated that critical heritage studies started
back in the early 1990s. ‘Critical heritage studies’ could be described as “a call to
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engage with heritage that takes us beyond the technical, and requires us to engage
more critically with the concept of heritage” (Smith 2012:537) and Smith
recognised heritage as a phenomenon that “has cultural, political and social
consequences” (Smith 2012:538). To Smith, this is something that should
challenge the ‘authorised heritage discourse’, a concept which she defined as “a
Eurocentric discourse of expertise that stresses the so-called commonsense aspects
of heritage as monumental, material and innately of value to national narratives”
(Smith 2012:537).

Built cultural heritage in an urban planning context: summary
of literature review (Appendix I)
The objective of the literature review was to carry out an exploratory search for
scientific articles within the field of cultural heritage in an urban planning context.
There was a focus on searching for articles concerning ‘built cultural heritage’ in
contemporary urban planning, especially related to urban transformations. Also,
the concepts of ‘heritagisation’ as well as ‘authorised heritage discourse’ were
investigated. Searches were also carried out relating to the specific area of the case
study, focusing on the geographical area and mining issues. The literature review
was undertaken using a database search, primarily using the Scopus and Web of
Science databases, using a number of keywords (see Figures 1 - 3 in appendix I for
a full listing). Relevant articles can roughly be divided into four topics:
urbanisation and urban conservation, heritage, authorised heritage discourse and
mining.
Articles about urbanisation and urban conservation relate to various case
studies and identify a number of reasons for urban conservation as being regarded
as important in urban planning. One recurring argument in favour of conservation
of the built environment is that it gives a sense of place, identity and collective
memory to a town (e.g. Swensen 2012, Zhang 2008, Yuen 2006, Nyseth,
Sognnæs 2012). There are also economic motives, as cultural heritage promotes
the tourism industry (e.g. Zhang 2008, Yuen 2006, Nyseth, Sognnæs 2012).
Articles referring to ‘heritagisation’ do not define the concept, but have a
view on heritage as being a “contemporary usage of a past” (Ashworth,
Tunbridge 1999: 105). Cultural heritage is perceived as socially constructed
meanings of artefacts, rather than consisting of actual artefacts, having intrinsic
value (e.g. Graham 2002, Negussie 2004). Consequently, pasts may be rejected,
and new pasts can be (re)constructed in creating the heritage (Ashworth,
Tunbridge 1999). Since meanings and values of the built cultural heritage are not
fixed, the significance of the built environment changes over time and must be
constantly re-assessed (Negussie 2004).
A number of articles draw on the concept of the ‘authorised heritage
discourse’, understanding heritage as a cultural practice (Smith 2006). For
example, an analysis investigated how the authorised heritage discourse shapes a
stereotypical national history (Ashton 2009), and discussed how the Western
conservation practice, favoured within the authorised heritage discourse, affects
the urban conservation in Asian countries (Wang 2012, Jones 1997). The way the
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authorised heritage discourse favours a traditional architectural approach,
prioritising authenticity in material over socially and culturally constructed
meanings, was also challenged in an article supporting historicised design of new
buildings in revitalisation projects (Wells 2010).
Smith (2006) argued that community participation is a way of dissenting
from the authorised heritage discourse. Examples of how participation of local
stakeholders in urban planning and value assessment of buildings have been
discussed in a Norwegian context indicate that there is a gap between national and
local interests (Swensen et al. 2012, Mydland, Grahn 2012).
Very few articles relating to cultural heritage in a mining context were
found. One perspective discussed was the potential to turn closed mines and
mining areas into cultural heritage, thus supporting the tourist industry (e.g.
Conesa, Schulin & Nowack 2008, Fernandez Alvarez, Garcia-Lengomin Pieiga &
Suarez-Lazare 2010, De Montis, De Montis 2008). Another perspective is an
investigation of how on-going mining activities affect the cultural heritage of
indigenous people. The study was made in an Australian context and concluded
that there is a potential to protect indigenous cultural heritage through
negotiations (O'Faircheallaigh 2008).
The literature review indicated a research gap about heritagisation processes
in the built environment. Refined literature reviews should be performed as this
research continues, in order to determine this.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
In this section, central concepts such as ‘heritagisation’ and ‘heritage’ are presented
and discussed in more detail, together with the theoretical frameworks of
authorised heritage discourse and actor-network theory.

Heritagisation
According to Rodney Harrison (2013), ‘heritagisation’ is a term used by Kevin
Walsh (1992) “to refer to the process by which objects and places are transformed
from functional ‘things’ into objects of display and exhibition” (Harrison
2013:69). Harrison took the concept further, arguing that “it is possible to see the
widespread ‘heritagisation’ of many new categories of place” (Harrison 2013:80)
and particulary pointed out ‘industrial heritage’ as a new type of heritage. By
doing so, the concept of ‘heritagisation’ widens from a museum context to an
urban planning context.
Harrison framed this heritagisation process within late-modern, global
economic and social shifts, leading to deindustrialisation and the emergence of a
knowledge-based economy. These shifts “have led, over a period beginning in the
1960s and leading up to the present day, to a widespread process of redundancy of
former industrial sites, towns and infrastructure” (Harrison 2013:80). In
combination with the notion of being ‘modern’, which Harrison associated with
“a set of ideas and social and economic conditions that emerged in the course of
the Enlightenment” (Harrison 2013:23), the categorisation and cataloguing of
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heritage sites have increased. According to Harrison, “the process of classification,
ordering and cataloguing is an integral part of what it means to be modern”
(Harrison 2013:28). In conclusion, ’heritagisation’ can be defined as the process in
which something, such as buildings and built environments, turns into heritage.
This is the definition used in this current study. That leads to the question, what is
heritage?

Heritage
‘Heritage’ can be defined in different ways. One way to define it is as a
“previously dominant notion of value which understood it as intrinsic to the
object or environment and able to be revealed by the correct processes of
investigation” (Gibson, Pendlebury 2009:1). Instead of this notion of how to
define heritage, Gibson and Pendlebury described it in terms of “the fabric, object
or environment is the bearer of an externally imposed culturally and historically
specific meaning, that attracts value status depending on the dominant frameworks
of value of the time and place” (Gibson, Pendlebury 2009:1).
A common premise in the literature is to define ‘heritage’ as a concept of
values that are culturally and socially constructed (e.g. Smith 2006, Gibson,
Pendlebury 2009, Harrison 2013). Accordingly, ‘heritage’ does not consist of
material artefacts as such, but of the values and meanings that is related to the
artefacts (e.g. Graham 2002, Smith 2006). Heritage is also about the present,
rather than about the past, or put another way, “heritage is the contemporary
usage of a past and is consciously shaped from history, its survivals and memories,
in response to current needs for it” (Ashworth, Tunbridge 1999:105). Thus,
heritage may be rejected and new pasts can be constructed in the creation of
heritage.
Recognising that ‘heritage’ refers to meanings and values attributed to
objects and places indicates that ‘heritage’ can have multiple meanings, which
should be accepted in a democratic society (Gibson, Pendlebury 2009). Society is
complex and the question of ‘whose heritage’ needs to be problematised since
“urban residents are divided by outlook, by socio-economic class, and by deepseated cultural and ethnic values, and their heritage perceptions will vary
accordingly” (Tunbridge 2008).
Value assessment is, in itself, complex. In a Swedish context, a typology
described by Axel Unnerbäck at the National Heritage Board has had an immense
impact on the conservation practice, as it is commonly used in documentation and
assessments within urban conservation. Unnerbäck differentiated between historic
and aesthetic values as the main categories in value assessment, divided into a wide
number of subcategories (Unnerbäck 2002). In an international context, broader
ranges of assessment values are used. An influential document is the Burra
Charter, originally developed in an Australian context, which defines ‘cultural
significance’ as “aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value” (Australia
ICOMOS 1999:2). Randall Mason, in problematising heritage values,
differentiated between sociocultural values and economic values (Mason 2008).
Masons suggested that sociocultural values include historical, cultural, symbolic,
social, spiritual and aesthetic values.
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Harrison (2013) differentiated between ‘official heritage’ and ‘unofficial
heritage’. Official heritage refers to “a set of professional practices that are
authorised by the state and motivated by some form of legislation or written
charter” (Harrison 2013:14). This includes buildings and built-up environments
that are chosen and conserved for their cultural significance. Unofficial heritage is
referred to as “practices that are represented using the language of heritage, but
are not recognised by official forms of legislation” (Harrison 2013:15). This could
include either buildings or places significant to individuals or communities but not
formally protected, or refer to “less tangible ways as sets of social practices that
surround more tangible forms of both official and unofficial heritage” (Harrison
2013:15).
In this current study, there is a particular focus on ‘built cultural heritage’,
viewed as buildings and built environments attributed cultural significance. The
terms ‘official’ and ‘unofficial’ heritage are useful since legislation is a key tool
within conservation planning and urban conservation.

Authorised heritage discourse
The concept of an ’authorised heritage discourse’ (AHD) was introduced by
Laurajane Smith (2006). She argued that this is a hegemonic heritage discourse
that affects “the way we think, talk and write about heritage” (Smith 2006:11).
She based the concept of an authorised heritage discourse on critical discourse
analysis and authors such as Thrift (e.g. 2003), Fairclough (e.g. 2003), but also
Foucault (1991). As indicated above, the ‘authorised heritage discourse’ is
dominated by a Western perception of heritage, “a professional discourse that
privileges expert values and knowledge about the past and its material
manifestations” (Smith 2006:6). Ideas about nation and class, as well as the
monumental and aesthetically appealing, are often important within the AHD and
the discourse is self-referential in that it “establish claims about itself that make it
real” (Smith 2006:12). Smith argued that the AHD aims for consensus about
heritage, that “at one level heritage is about the promotion of a consensus version
of history by state-sanctioned cultural institutions and elites to regulate cultural
and social tensions in the present” (Smith 2006:4). Smith also acknowledged that
there might be other sorts of heritage, which may “be a resource that is used to
challenge and redefine received values and identities by a range of subaltern
groups” (Smith 2006:4).
John Pendlebury (2012) developed the concept of an authorised heritage
discourse within the field of conservation planning. He recognised conservation
planning as “sharing ancestry and values with other spheres of conservation
activity”, although it has become something “distinct and different” (Pendlebury
2012:2). Pendlebury challenged the idea of the AHD to be entirely selfreferential, as it is also “affected and changed because of wider social forces and
tactical positioning within the political and economic frames within which it
works” (Pendlebury 2012:2). He further argued that even if the authorised
heritage discourse had an elitist purpose, “this may be less at the expense of
suppressing subaltern heritage as in competition for control over the built
environment with other elite interests” (Pendlebury 2012:9). He identified, in an
14

English context, the dominance of physical regeneration and economic
development as such elite discourses, in relation to which conservation planning
has developed.

Actor-network theory and assemblage theory
Within heritage studies, authors such as Harrison (2013) and Pendlebury (2012)
have used actor-network theory (ANT) and assemblage theory in order to discuss
how heritage is made. In particular, concepts of ’agency’, ‘assemblage’ and
‘symmetry’ are of interest.
Actor-network theory, sometimes called sociology of associations, draws on
works such as those of Bruno Latour (e.g. 2007 [2005]). ANT follows the idea
that connections between ‘things’ can be mapped by tracing the associations
between them (Latour 2007 [2005]). These associations are made through
translations, inscriptions and negotiations between actors. Thus, “they work
together to recreate the past in the present through everyday networks of
association” (Harrison 2013:37). An actor, sometimes referred to as an ‘actant’
within ANT, is anyone or anything that has an agency, that is, it has an effect on
other actors. In ANT, there is symmetry between human and non-human actors,
meaning that artefacts have the same agency as humans. This is not the same as
saying that artefacts are given intentionality; rather that intention is not relevant in
describing the effect of the actors’ agency (Latour 2007 [2005]). Discussing
heritagisation, ‘agency’ becomes relevant, since this is a question of “who and
what is involved in the process of ‘making’ heritage, and ‘where’ the production
of heritage might be located within contemporary societies” (Harrison 2013:32).
Pendlebury (2012) used assemblage theory as described by Manuel DeLanda
(2006). One advantage of the concept is “its ability to co-join different actors
(individuals or organisations) and their narratives and stories with other
dimensions – for example legal and policy frameworks – and conceive these
together as a definable and extremely complex and nonstatic social entity”
(Pendlebury 2012:3). Harrison, drawing on authors such as Latour (e.g.Latour
2007 [2005]), DeLanda (2006) and Deleuze and Guattari (2004), drew attention
to the concept of assemblage as a way of see that “things and people are involved
in complex, interconnected webs of relationships across time and space” (Harrison
2013:34).

APPROACH AND METHOD
The research was carried out as a qualitative, interpretive case study, based on the
theoretical framwork. ‘Qualitative’ can be characterised as an approach whose
objective is “uncovering the meaning of a phenomenon”, as opposed to a
‘quantitative’ approach whose objective is to “try to determine the cause of events
and to predict similar events in the future” (Merriam 2009:5). ‘Interpretive’
research, according to Merriam (2009), assumes that the reality is socially
constructed, meaning that one single event can be interpreted in multiple ways.
Merriam (2009) also characterised qualitative research to be inductive.
15

Methodology
The research was designed as an intrinsic case study, with the urban
transformation of Kiruna selected as the main case study. Merriam defined a case
study as “an in-depth description and analysis of a bounded system” (Merriam
2009:40). The term ‘case study’ can refer both to a specific methodology (Yin
2007) and to the specific unit of a study (Stake 1995). Stake differentiated
between intrinsic, instrumental and collective case studies (Stake 1995:3). An
intrinsic case study is performed when the case in itself is of particular interest. An
instrumental case study is chosen when the aim is to achieve a more general
understanding of an issue, whereas a collective case study consists of a number of
instrumental case studies. According to Yin (2007:31), a case study examines a
phenomenon within its real-life context and is especially suitable when there is no
clear boundary between the phenomenon and the context. Stake argued that “the
more the case study is an intrinsic case study, the more attention needs to be paid
to the contexts” (Stake 1995:64).
Kiruna was chosen as an intrinsic case in this study due to the extreme
nature of the changes that major parts of the town will experience by the
expansion of mining activities. As the built environment will, inevitable, change
and the subsidence leave very few possible alternatives in managing the built
cultural heritage, it is of particular interest to study the built cultural heritage. All
this together makes the Kiruna case a very productive area of study.
Using multiple methods and a variety of data ensured that the case study was
triangulated. The urban transformation of Malmberget was used as an example of
a similar situation. The on-going process in this town was not studied as deeply as
the urban transformation of Kiruna, but it is used to discuss the transferability of
the Kiruna case study.
Stake argued that qualitative single case studies are not suitable for
generalisation. Instead, he used the concept ‘naturalistic generalisations’ as a way
to draw conclusions of a case study; this is a form of generalisation, based on
experience (Stake 1995:85).

Methods and types of empiric
The main methods used in the studies were text analysis of records, planning
documents and media coverage, as well as semi-structured interviews and
observations.
The records and planning documents consists of formal documents created
by the municipalities, by the County Administrative Board and by the National
Heritage Board. They include detailed comprehensive plans, detailed
development plans, conservation plans and records of decisions related to listed
buildings. Some of the documents and records were written prior to the current
urban transformations, such as the conservation plans from the 1980s. Some of
them were produced as a consequence of the urban transformations, from 2006
and onwards. However, not all relevant documents have been available for study.
The municipality occasionally refers to documents, which were not provided
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when requested. Generally, investigations carried out by the mining company
LKAB were not accessible either.
Media coverage about the urban transformation of Kiruna was also studied.
Articles published between 2004 and December 2012 in the main regional
newspapers Norrländska Socialdemokraten and Norrbottens-Kuriren were collected and
studied. Both newspapers are published six days a week, both with local editorial
offices in Kiruna. To complement this, the Retriever database was searched; this,
however, resulted in very few articles compared to the thorough examination of
the newspapers.
The analysis was performed by mapping the perceived cultural heritage,
explicitly highlighted in the planning documents and in the media. Valuable
environments and buildings have literally been marked on maps. This was easier
with the planning documents, since they often refer to maps themselves. The built
cultural heritage visible in the media has, to a larger extent, needed interpretation
to understand which parts of the built environment the articles refer to.
As a complement to the text analyses, semi-structured interviews were held
with key persons within the municipalities, the County Administrative Board and
LKAB. Also, observations about what actually happens to the built environments,
involving other actors in discussions and decisions, are included. This includes
participating in meetings, joining Facebook groups and so on.

THE CASE OF KIRUNA
In this section, Kiruna is described in more detail. The town’s historical context is
important in relation to Kiruna’s ‘official heritage’, the parts of the built
environment that is protected by legislation. The views of the town’s ‘built
cultural heritage’ and the management of the ‘official heritage’ are summarised,
based on two studies: the research report Malmfältens kulturmiljöprocesser (Sjöholm,
Nilsson 2011) and the paper Approaches to built cultural heritage in urban
transformations (Sjöholm [2013]).

Kiruna’s history
Kiruna was formally established in 1900, with the approval of its town plan. The
mining company LKAB, established in 1890, was the main stakeholder in the
founding of the town. The company’s goal was to open iron ore mines in the
mountains of Luossavaara and Kiirunavaara, located in the sparsely populated
mountain region with a harsh climate. The incentive for establishing Kiruna was
the need for housing the large number of workers required for the iron ore
industry.
In the late 19th century, there was national opposition to mining activities in
the area. This was caused by a suspicion that it would result in yet another shanty
town with poor social and residential conditions up in the north, clearly referring
to Malmberget. Therefore, LKAB had to make an effort to plan the new mining
town; Kiruna was designed as a ‘model town’ (Brunnström [2008]). The
ambitions were high for planning the urban structure and in the architectural
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design, as well as in supporting social structures, such as providing schools. Some
of the most famous architects, planners and artists in Sweden at the time were
hired by the mining company.
Kiruna is located between the irone ore deposits in the mountains of
Luossavaara and Kiirunavaara. The local climate conditions were concidered
favourable, and the location was sufficiently close to the mines. Originally, the
town consisted of three areas (Figure 1), built by three main stakeholders: the socalled Company Area (Bolagsområdet) administered by the mining company
LKAB, the Railroad Area (Järnvägsområdet) established by the National Railroad
Administration and the Town Plan Area (Stadsplanen) managed by the
municipality. The areas were planned separately, influenced by different architects
and planning ideals, giving all the townscapes different characters. These areas
were separately administrated until 1948, when they merged into one
administrative unit, the town of Kiruna.
The Company Area was planned by architect Gustaf Wickman, who also
designed a large part of the company-built housing (Brunnström 1980, Bedoire
1974). Most parts of the buildings are wooden, used as housing for workers and
administrators at LKAB (Figure 2). Wickman also designed several institutional
buildings, such as the town’s wooden church and rectory, a school, a fire station
(Figure 3), and a public bath. Due to the housing shortage in the newly founded
town, one of the first buildings to be erected was the mining company’s hotel,
intended for LKAB’s guests. These Wickman buildings are nowadays sometimes
locally referred to as being built in ‘Kiruna style’.
The railroad was a vital part of the new town, necessary to transport the iron
metal to the shipping harbour in the Norwegian town of Narvik. Kiruna, being a
newly established town that lacked housing and infrastructure, meant it necessary
for The Royal Railroad Office (Kungliga Järnvägsstyrelsen) to provide housing for
its personnel. The Railroad Area, located next to the railroad tracks, developed
housing, a train station (Figure 4), hotel and workshops, designed by the Royal
Railroad Office’s chief architect Folke Zettervall (Brunnström 1980).
The Town Plan Area was established to complement the Company Area,
containing Kiruna’s commercial centre but also privatly-owned housing
(Brunnström 1980). The town plan was designed by planner Per-Olof Hallman,
introducing a new planning ideal in Sweden with this plan, inspired by the
English garden cities. Instead of making a traditional grid plan, the town plan was
adapted to the terrain; a winding street pattern reduced the effects of the cold
winds and offered extraordinary views of the surrounding landscape.
In the economic boom after the Second World War, Kiruna expanded.
New residential areas were built during the 1950s, initiated by the mining
company (Brunnström 1993). The Town Hall from 1963, designed by Arthur
von Schmalensee, is an extraordinary example of the architecture from the period.
Between the 1950s and the early 1970s, an extensive urban renewal took place,
which changed the character of the town centre. Many of Kiruna’s old wooden
buildings were torn down, replaced by larger apartment buildings; the most
famous is the block called ‘Ortdrivaren’, rebuilt to a design by Ralph Erskine
(Figure 5).
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Figure 1. Kiruna’s oldest parts. The Company Area (Bolagsområdet) is marked in blue, the
Railroad Area (Järnvägsområdet) is marked in yellow and the Town Plan Area (Stadsplanen) is
marked in brown. Map: Kiruna kommun, modified by author.

Figure 2. Housing for workers, so-called ‘Bläckhorn’, in the Company Area, designed by Gustaf
Wickman in the early 20th century. Photo: Jennie Sjöholm.
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Figure 3. Institutional buildings, originally designed as hospital, to the left and fire station, to the
right, by Gustaf Wickman in the early 20th century. Photo: Jennie Sjöholm.

Figure 4. Train station designed 1915 by Folke Zetterwall, to replace a previous train station that
burned down. Photo: Jennie Sjöholm © Norrbottens museum.
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Figure 5. The building block ‘Ortdrivaren’ in the town centre, designed by Ralph Erskine, built
between 1959-1965. Photo: Jennie Sjöholm © Norrbottens museum.

Kiruna’s official heritage
A growing interest in Kiruna’s history and its built environment emerged during
the 1970s. This was partly an effect of the extensive urban renewal during the
previous decades and partly a response to new national urban planning approaches
suggesting that urban renewal should not mean a total demolition of older
buildings (Kiruna kommun, Jan Thurfjell Arktitektkontor AB 1973-1974). In the
1970s and 1980s, there was also a growing academic interest in Kiruna’s art and
architecture. Works of, for example, architect Lasse Brunnström (e.g. 1980,
1993), architectural historian Fredric Bedoire (e.g. 1973, 1974) and art historian
Brit-Marie Andrén (e.g. 1989) signalled the town’s cultural significance and
provided knowledge to the sphere of conservation planning.
The entire town is a cultural heritage site of national interest, regulated by
the Environmental Code (Riksantikvarieämbetet 1990, Riksantikvarieämbetet
2010, Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2010).
In 1984, the City Council decided on a conservation plan (Kiruna kommun
1984). Culturally significant areas, including Kiruna’s oldest areas, were designated
valuable environments, with specific buildings identified as being especially
worthy of protection (Figure 6).
A large number of the buildings selected in the conservation plan had been
protected by the municipality in detailed development plans; the last detailed
development plan protecting designated buildings was decided on in 2005, in
accordance with the Planning and Building Act (Sjöholm 2008). Four buildings
have been listed according to the Heritage Conservation Act: the Town Hall
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(Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001c), the railway station (Länsstyrelsen i
Norrbottens län 2003), the apartment building ‘Jerusalem’ (Länsstyrelsen i
Norrbottens län 2001b) and Hjalmar Lundbohmsgården, the residence of LKAB’s
first manager (Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001a) (Figures 4, 7 and 8). The
wooden church is also protected by the Heritage Conservation Act (Figure 9).
The built cultural heritage has been protected by a collaboration between
local, regional and national authorities. The main institutions that have influenced
Kiruna’s official heritage are the municipality, the County Administrative Board
and the National Heritage Board. Areas and buildings protected are more or less
consistent with the architecture from the early 20th century, located within the
Company Area, the Railroad Area and the Town Plan Area. There are also
examples of extraordinary architecture from the 1960s that are legally protected;
most noteworthy is the listed Town Hall (Figure 7).
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Figure 6. Buildings and areas included in Kiruna’s conservation plan from 1984. Buildings are
marked in dark red, built-up areas are marked in pink and parks are marked in green. Map:
Kiruna kommun, modified by author.
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Figure 7. The Town Hall, designed by Artur von Schmalensee and built between 1959-1963.
Photo: Jennie Sjöholm.
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Figure 8. Hjalmar Lundbohmsgården, the residence of LKAB’s first manager. The oldest part was
built in 1895. Photo: Jennie Sjöholm.

Figure 9. The Kiruna Church, designed by Gustaf Wickman and built between 1909-1912.
Photo: Jennie Sjöholm.
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Kiruna’s urban transformation
LKAB’s main iron ore mine is the Kiirunavaara mine, located west of the town
(Figure 10). The mining is carried out underground, at a depth of 1365 metres.
The mining causes subsidence, that has encroached on the town and affected it
over the past few decades. A neighbourhood, called Ön, located west of the
railroad, disappeared during the 1970s and 1980s. However, it was, at the time,
unthinkable to allow the subsidence to stretch beyond the railway tracks, as
moving the tracks would never be considered to be economic (Kiruna kommun
1993, rev 1994).
At the beginning of the 21st century, the price of iron ore had increased on
the world market; the total share dividend of the state-owned company was
roughly 575 million euro in 2011 (LKAB [2012]a). LKAB accordingly has
increased its activities, which means mining deeper, exacerbating the subsidence.
In 2004, the consequences for the town became publicly known, as the
municipality issued a press release claiming they were to ‘move the town’ in order
to facilitate the mining expansion. The municipality is dependent on LKAB, as
the company is the largest employer in the region.
An extensive urban planning took place. The municipality revised their
detailed comprehensive plan. A new railroad track, located west of Kiirunavaara,
was opened during 2012. Infrastructure such as power lines and drains have also
been relocated. Planning for the relocations of public roads is currently underway.
An architectural competition for a new town centre has been held; the centre is to
be relocated northeast of the present urban area. New residential areas must be
built. The time plan is dependent on the extension of the mine, but the first
residential area are being evacuated and will have disappeared by 2021, according
to the latest predictions (LKAB [2012]b).
The planning situation is complex; an indication of this is that eleven, more
or less overlapping, national interests are located in the urban area, designated as
such according to the Environmental Code (Kiruna kommun 2006:249). The
ones causing the most controversies, being difficult to combine, appear to be
mining, cultural heritage and reindeer herding. LKAB has a responsibility to
compensate for damage and negative effects cause by their activities. For instance,
they must conserve the built cultural heritage as long as costs are ‘reasonable’ in
relation to the benefits gained (Boverket 2009). What is ‘reasonable’ has proved
difficult to define in the urban transformation process.
A controversy has evolved over the built cultural heritage. The municipality
and the mining company have made an agreement to conserve, at the very most,
21 buildings during the entire urban transformation (Kiruna kommun,
Luossavaara-Kiirunavaara AB [2011]) (Figure 11). The County Administrative
Board does not approve of this, as the agreement does not take enough
consideration to the significance of the cultural heritage of national interest. The
County Administrative Board argues that a larger number of buildings must be
conserved by being moved to new locations. As regards the town’s listed
buildings, the County Administrative Board have agreed to the municipality’s
applications for moving Hjalmar Lundbohmsgården (Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens
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län 2011b) and removing the protection of the train station in order for the
building to be demolished (Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2011a).
Currently, as of April 2013, there is a conflict over the Town Hall. The
municipality has applied for removal of the protection of the building, in order to
knock it down and build a completely new town hall. The County
Administrative Board has not agreed to this and has decided that the building
must be dismantled and re-built (Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2012). This
decision has been appealed against by the municipality; the decision is now to be
made by the administrative court.
There are also various interest groups in Kiruna, for instance ‘Situation
Kiruna’, that argue in favour of conserving a large part of Kiruna’s official heritage
(Situation Kiruna [2012]).

Figure 10. View of Kiirunavaara and part of LKAB’s industrial area. The lake of Luossajärvi is
on the right and in the foreground part of the town. Photo: Jennie Sjöholm.
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Figure 11. The 21 buildings the municipality and the mining company have made an agreement to
conserve during the entire urban transformation are marked in red. The detailed development
planned area closest to the mine is marked in grey. Map: Kiruna kommun, modified by author.

Cultural heritage processes in Malmfälten: summary of
extended abstract (Appendix II)
This is a summary of the research project Malmfältens kulturmiljöprocesser, carried
out by Jennie Sjöholm and Kristina Nilsson in 2010 (Sjöholm, Nilsson 2011). The
aim of the study was to investigate how the built cultural heritage in Kiruna and
in Malmberget (the towns are sometimes jointly referred to as Malmfälten) is
evaluated and managed in the on-going urban transformation processes. It was a
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joint research project between Luleå University of Technology and the County
Museum of Norrbotten, financed by the National Heritage Board.
Both Kiruna and Malmberget are protected as heritage sites of national
interest according to the Environmental Code. In Kiruna, four buildings are listed
by the Heritage Conservation Act. Both the municipality of Kiruna and the
municipality of Gällivare adopted conservation plans in the 1980s. In Kiruna, the
municipality also protects a large number of buildings in detailed development
plans according to the Planning and Building Act.
The research project was designed as a discourse analysis. The study was
based on planning documents and interviews with main actors. The planning
documents include the municipalities’ detailed comprehensive plans, conservation
plans and analyses of built cultural heritage, as well as Kiruna’s detailed
development plan for the area closest to the mine. Investigations and decisions
about listed buildings, as well as documents concerning the status of the cultural
heritage sites of national interest were studied. Semi-structured interviews were
carried out with key people working in the urban planning processes at the
municipalities, the County Administrative Board and at the mining company
LKAB. Interviews were also carried out with representatives of the tourist
organisations Kiruna Lapland and Gellivare Lapland.
Even though the built cultural heritage in Kiruna and Malmberget is well
described, with a large number of buildings and built-up areas officially protected,
there are difficulties managing it in the urban planning processes. There are likely
to be several reasons for this. Essential questions about what the cultural heritage
consists of, by which means it could be preserved, for whom it should be
preserved and for what purpose, have not been thoroughly addressed in the urban
planning processes. Several stakeholders have a shared responsibility for the
cultural heritage. However, it seems as if the various organisations do not consider
themselves to have the resources or the authority to prioritise the built cultural
heritage. Different planning strategies have been used in the urban planning
processes. There are examples of incremental planning, communicative planning
as well as planning based on negotiations.
There are several, partly parallel perspectives on the built cultural heritage.
Sometimes, it is considered to be identical with all parts of the built environment;
sometimes, it is defined as being those buildings that are legally protected. Some
stakeholders consider the built cultural heritage to refer only to ‘beautiful’
buildings. The cultural heritage issue is also a ‘non-question’, being neglected in
formal discussions and consultations. ‘Sustainability’ is often referred to; the built
cultural heritage is regarded as subordinate to economic and ecological issues in
this aspect. There are also different opinions about how buildings that might be
relocated should be handled; some argue that the buildings moved should be
integrated in the newly built areas, others prefer these buildings to form a museum
area.
The report concludes that the planning tools available could be used more
effectively in order to manage the built cultural heritage in the urban planning
process. Through the detailed comprehensive plans, long-term decisions could be
made and communicated to inhabitants as well as the authorities involved. There
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is a need for a better dialogue between the stakeholders. Also, there is great
potential for the tourism industry to develop the cultural heritage of the two
towns.

Approaches to built cultural heritage in urban transformations:
summary of paper (Appendix III)
This is a summary of a study of Kiruna’s built cultural heritage, carried out in
2012. The aim of the study was to investigate different approaches to the
management of Kiruna’s official heritage, caused by the controversies concerning
the town’s built cultural heritage in the on-going urban transformation process. In
order not only to identify the buildings that are a part of Kiruna’s built cultural
heritage, but also to understand why they are considered to be more or less
significant, discourse analysis and the concept of ‘authorised heritage discourse’
were used. The empirical material consisted of records, planning documents and
media coverage.
Two opposing views of how to handle Kiruna’s built cultural heritage were
identified. According to one view, a large number of buildings should be
conserved, meaning existing buildings should be moved to new locations.
According to the other view, most of the older buildings should be demolished
and only a very small number be relocated as part of the urban transformation. As
the controversy has evolved, it is possible to identify the County Administrative
Board and local interest groups as favouring conservation, while the municipality
and the mining company have argued in favour of demolition.
Arguments for conservation assume that relocation is the only possible
means of protection, given the situation. The built cultural heritage is important
due to its historical significance and because it is a characteristic feature of the
town. The buildings are also regarded as unique and aesthetically appealing.
Arguments for demolition mainly refer to calculated costs and technical difficulties
in moving buildings. Both sides appreciate the concept of the ‘model town’ and
both sides want to preserve it. The conservation approach finds conservation of
the buildings that represent the model town as important, whereas the demolition
approach argues that it is the ideals of the model town that are to be preserved, in
a new and modern town, just as Kiruna was when first established on an
undeveloped area.
In conclusion, the concept of the ‘model town’ constitutes a strong
authorised heritage discourse. However, there are two different ways to make use
of the town’s history; both arguments, in favour of conservation and of
demolition, draw on the concept of the model town. Also, the two sides are
focusing on different things. While those in favour of conservation mainly focus
on the built cultural heritage’s cultural significance, those who favour demolition
emphasise the high costs and technical difficulties of conservation.

Discussion
Kiruna’s official heritage can be interpreted as being an authorised built cultural
heritage, according to Smith’s (2006) definition of the concept of an ’authorised
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heritage discourse’. The built cultural heritage has been selected and defined by
specialists such as conservationists and academics; it has been further strengthened
through political decisions and by authorities. The built cultural heritage embraces
high quality architecture, perceived by many as ‘beautiful houses’; buildings such
as the Kiruna Church and the Town Hall are monumental in character.
The results from the study show that there is a consensus surrounding the
built cultural heritage; most actors seem to agree which parts of the built
environment should be included. Kiruna’s oldest buildings, the ones that are built
in ‘Kiruna style’ and are a reminder of the mining town, are generally included. It
is these parts of the buildings and built-up areas that are protected through
legislation, it is parts of these buildings that are discussed in the media and it is
these buildings that interest groups in Kiruna want to preserve. A previous study
indicated that young people perceives Kiruna’s built cultural heritage to be more
or less the same buildings that are protected by the municipality (Sjöholm 2008).
No obvious subaltern discourses have appeared in the investigations. The
County Administrative Board has suggested including some of Kiruna’s everyday,
post-war buildings in the conservation planning, thus defining them as cultural
heritage. Other actors seem reluctant to do so, probably because those buildings
are relatively ‘new’ and have a mundane appearance. From the municipality’s
point of view, it would also be problematic since those buildings are near the
subsidence and will be affected in the near future. However, those buildings, if
eventually accepted as cultural heritage, would still be a part of Kiruna’s
authorised heritage discourse. They are designated by those with expertise and
perceived as being culturally significant because they constitute a part of the
mining town’s history.
The town’s inhabitants have been invited to participate in the urban
planning processes to some extent, but the planning processes are not
characterised as being inclusive from a community participation perspective.
Planning decisions about the built cultural heritage have been made by a type of
negotiation planning. There are interest groups, such as Situation Kiruna, that
object to this. Groups represented in Situation Kiruna have presented visions and
ideas for managing the built cultural heritage through the urban transformation.
However, the vast majority of the inhabitants do not express their opinions of the
matter in any noticeable way. It is not understood why this is so. Representatives
for the municipality interpret it as being that most people do not care about
conserving the old buildings, whereas Situation Kiruna argues the opposite.
Gibson and Pendlebury (2009) noted that not all residents want to engage; this
does not mean they do not care, but they have a respect in the cultural heritage
determined by the authorised heritage discourse. It may be so, that inhabitants
assume that valuable buildings will be conserved by relocation as the ‘town
moves’ (Sjöholm 2008).
The authorised heritage discourse perspective in conservation planning
suggested by Pendlebury seems relevant in the Kiruna context. The AHD does
not primarily position itself against possible subaltern heritage, but against other
elite interests. In the case of Kiruna, it is the mining industry that is the obvious
other elite interest, competing over the management of the built environment.
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Kiruna’s built cultural heritage also seems to be adaptive according to the
arguments used, being interpreted in different ways. The County Administrative
Board’s decisions, requiring buildings to be moved or rebuilt, is an approach not
obviously accepted within the authorised heritage discourse, favouring fabric and
authenticity. However, the specialists at The County Administrative Board refer
to heritage as a social practice in concluding that moving buildings is a part of
conserving the built cultural heritage in the context of the mining town. Others,
such as representatives of the municipality, emphasise the importance of
preserving the ideas behind the original town more than the importance of the
built environment’s fabric.

CONCLUSION
Heritagisation, meaning the process by which artefacts such as buildings and places
are turned into heritage, is in the contemporary urban planning context,
dependent on actors such as institutions, property owners and authorities. Legal
frameworks, politics and knowledge production are also determining factors. As a
consequence, urban planning practice tends to work with built cultural heritage as
official heritage, that is, heritage authorised by legislation.
The impact of legislation in defining the built cultural heritage is illustrated
by the Kiruna case. Certain parts of the built environment represent particular
aspects of the town’s history. There is a consensus that this built environment is
culturally significant and worth protecting. There also seems to be a similar
consensus in the towns of Gällivare and Malmberget, indicated in the study of
Sjöholm and Nilsson (2011), as well as in other research projects (Martins
Holmberg 2008). This consensus contributes to the establishment of strong,
authorised discourses, which are hegemonic and affect how we perceive the built
cultural heritage.
Having a strong perception of what the built cultural heritage consists of and
reinforcing this perception through legislation can be a useful tool in urban
planning practice. This is one way to enable the long-term protection of
designated built environments and make conscious decisions concerning their
management. However, this can also lead to the perception of built cultural
heritage as being a static, fixed entity. As a consequence, the official heritage may
be considered as problematic, especially in urban transformations, as it leaves few
options in relation to an established urban conservation practice. The perception
of built cultural heritage as a static entity is contradictory to the concept of
heritage, as it is stated in contemporary heritage studies (e.g. Graham 2002, Smith
2012, Gibson, Pendlebury 2009). If, as Ashworth and Tunbridge (1999)
suggested, heritage is a contemporary usage of the past, this should influence
urban planning practice. One possible effect may be to respond to the
management of designated built cultural heritage. Another effect may be in
considering what parts of the built environments should be included in the official
heritage.
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Within the theoretical framework of the authorised heritage discourse,
Smith (2006) proposed an inclusive approach, through community participation,
as a way of acknowledging a variety of heritage values. This would encourage
multiple interpretations of the built cultural heritage beside the hegemonic
perception constituted by the authorised heritage discourse. This is likely to be
especially important in an urban transformation context, in order to make
conscious and pertinent urban planning decisions as the built environment will
inevitable change. In such situations, the unofficial heritage of the urban
environments may also need to be recognised by institutions and authorities.
Previous studies have indicated that there are buildings and places of importance
to residents in Kiruna not acknowledged in the urban planning processes
(Sjöholm 2008, 2010) as well as in Malmberget (Feldmann 2008, Olshammar
2008). These built environments are significant as being a part of the residents’
everyday life, although not thought of, or talked about, as cultural heritage.
The on-going situation in the towns of Kiruna and Malmberget means that
buildings, including official heritage, will be demolished. Some buildings may be
moved or re-built on account of their heritage values. This may challenge the
authorised heritage discourse, as ways to manage the built cultural heritage will
not follow current legislation or urban conservation practice. Little is known
about how this will affect the perception of the towns’ heritage values. This may
develop into a de-heritagisation process, in which perceived values will vanish as
the built environments disappear or changes dramatically.
In further research, it would be interesting to investigate not only
heritagisation processes in transforming urban landscapes, but also possible deheritagisation processes and ways to address these in urban planning practice. In
the research study so far, I have investigated perceptions of the built environment
as a whole within my case study, focusing on the official heritage. In order to
better understand the concept of heritagisation and its implication for the built
environment, it would be useful to conduct in-depth studies of particular places.
In relation to the mining towns, it would, for instance, be relevant to discuss the
contemporary changes of the built environment in relation to physical changes
that occurred in the 1970s and how these previous changes affect – or do not not
affect – people today. Also, international comparisons should be carried out in
order to relate this case study to other, similar situations. Investigating other
examples of urban renewals and regeneration projects may be useful in developing
the urban planning practice’s management of built cultural heritage in urban
transformations.

33

REFERENCES
Andrén, B. 1989, Konsten i Kiruna: patriarkalism och nationalromantik 1900-1914,
Umeå universitet, Umeå.
Ashton, P. 2009, "'The birthplace of Australian multiculturalism?' Retrospective
commemoration, participatory memoralisation and official heritage",
International Journal of Heritage Studies, vol. 15, no. 5, pp. 381-398.
Ashworth, G.J. & Tunbridge, J.E. 1999, "Old cities, new pasts: Heritage planning
in selected cities of Central Europe", GeoJournal, vol. 49, no. 1, pp. 105-116.
Australia ICOMOS 1999, [No date]-last update, The Burra Charter: The Australia
ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance [Homepage of Australia
ICOMOS], [Online]. Available: http://australia.icomos.org/wpcontent/uploads/BURRA_CHARTER.pdf [2012, October 28].
Bedoire, F. 1974, En arkitekt och hans verksamhetsfält kring sekelskiftet : Gustaf
Wickmans arbeten 1884-1916 = An architect and his field of practice at the turn of
the century : the works of Gustaf Wickman 1884-1916, [Fritzes hovbokh. distr.].
Bedoire, F. 1973, Lappland I:1 Kiruna kyrka, Kungl. Vitterhetsakademien.
Boverket 2009, Utvecklingen avseende fysisk planering och byggande i Malmfälten.
Slutrapport, diarienummer 20134-1345/2008, Boverket.
Brunnström, L. 1993, "Det modernistiska Kiruna" in Kiruna: staden som konstverk,
eds. H.H. Brummer & L. Brunnström, Waldemarsudde, Stockholm, pp. 124147.
Brunnström, L. [2008], Mönsterstaden Kiruna: historia och framtid,
Riksantikvarieämbetet.
Brunnström, L. 1980, Kiruna - ett samhällsbygge i sekelskiftets Sverige : [Kiruna - a
Swedish mining city from the turn of the century], Förf., [Umeå].
Conesa, H.M., Schulin, R. & Nowack, B. 2008, "Mining landscape: A cultural
tourist opportunity or an environmental problem? The study case of the
Cartagena-La Union Mining District (SE Spain)", Ecological Economics, vol. 64,
no. 4, pp. 690-700.
Council of Europe 1975, European Charter of Architectural Heritage [Homepage of
ICOMOS], [Online]. Available: http://www.icomos.org/en/charters-andtexts/179-articles-en-francais/ressources/charters-and-standards/170european-charter-of-the-architectural-heritage [2012, October 28].
34

De Landa, M. 2006, A new philosophy of society : assemblage theory and social
complexity, Continuum, London ; New York.
De Montis, A. & De Montis, V. 2008, "Planners in the face of mining cultural
heritage: Tourism development at L'Argentiera, Italy", International Journal of
Services, Technology and Management, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 128-146.
Deleuze, G. & Guattari, F. 2004, A thousand plateaus : capitalism and schizophrenia,
Continuum, London.
Fairclough, N. 2003, Analysing discourse : textual analysis for social research,
Routledge, New York.
Feldmann, B. 2008, "Gropen och gettot : om kulturarv, identitet och generation"
in Malmberget : strukturella förändringar och kulturarvsprocesser - en fallstudie, eds.
B. Svensson & O. Wetterberg, pp. 28-41.
Fernandez Alvarez, J.P., Garcia-Lengomin Pieiga, A. & Suarez-Lazare, C.J. 2010,
"New concepts in reassessing mining heritage: A study and its implications
from the Ancient Iron Mine of Llumeres (North Spain)", Journal of Cultural
Heritage, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 172-179.
Forsström, G. 1973, Malmberget: malmbrytning och bebyggelse, Gällivare
kommun/Norrbottens museum, Gällivare.
Foucault, M. 1991, "Governmentality" in The Foucault effect : studies in
governmentality : with two lectures by and an interview with Michel Foucault, eds. M.
Foucault, C. Gordon, P. Miller & G. Burchell, Harvester Wheatsheaf,
London.
Gällivare kommun 2008, Framtid Gällivare - Malmberget - Koskullskulle: Fördjupad
översiktsplan FÖP 2008-2025, Gällivare kommunfullmäktige.
Gibson, L. & Pendlebury, J. 2009, "Introduction: Valuing Historic Environments"
in Valuing Historic Environments [Elektronisk resurs], eds. L. Gibson & J.
Pendlebury, Ashgate Publishing Group, Abingdon, Oxon, GBR, pp. 1-16.
Graham, B. 2002, "Heritage as knowledge: Capital or culture?", Urban Studies,
vol. 39, no. 5-6, pp. 1003-1017.
Hansson, S. 1998, "Malm, räls och elektricitet: skapandet av ett teknologiskt
megasystem i Norrbotten 1880-1920" in Den konstruerade världen: tekniska
system i historiskt perspektiv, eds. P. Blomkvist & A. Kaijser, Stockholm, pp.
45-76.
Harrison, R. 2013, Heritage: critical approaches, Routledge, Milton Park, Abingdon
; New York.
35

Johansson, B.O.H. 1997, Den stora stadsomvandlingen: erfarenheter från ett kulturmord,
Arbetsgruppen för arkitektur och formgivning, Regeringskansliet : Fritze
distributör, Stockholm.
Jones, A. 1997, "Urban conservation issues in Brunei Darussalam: The case of
Brunei's water villages", Planning Perspectives, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 457-475.
Kiruna kommun 2008, Kulturmiljöanalys Kiruna etapp 1, Kiruna kommun.
Kiruna kommun 2006, Fördjupad översiktsplan för Kiruna centralort, Kiruna.
Kiruna kommun 1993, rev 1994, Fördjupad översiktsplan för Kiruna C. Antagen av
kommunfullmäktige 1994-02-07 §9, Kiruna kommun, kommunfullmäktige,
Kiruna.
Kiruna kommun 1984, Bevarandeplan Kiruna C. Antaget av kommunfullmäktige
1984-09-10, § 210, Kiruna.
Kiruna kommun, B. & Jan Thurfjell Arktitektkontor AB 1973-1974, Förslag till
dispositionsplan för Saneringsområde II, Kiruna, Byggnadsnämnden Kiruna
kommun, [Kiruna].
Kiruna kommun & Luossavaara-Kiirunavaara AB [2011], Avtal angående
Gruvstadsparken del 1 m.m., Kiruna.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2012, Beslut om jämkning av skyddsbestämmelser och
tillstånd till ändring av byggnadsminnet Kiruna stadshus, Tätörten 3, Kiruna stad och
kommun, dnr 432-2679-11.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2011a, Beslut om att häva byggnadsminnesförklaringen
av järnvägsstationen i Kiruna, Jukkasjärvi bandel 100:14, Kiruna stad och kommun,
dnr 432-2679-11.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2011b, Delbeslut om tillstånd till att flytta Hjalmar
Lundbohmsgården inom Kiruna stad, i och med stadsomvandlingen, Fjällrosen 1,
Kiruna stad och kommun, dnr 432-2679-11.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2010, Fördjupad riksintressebeskrivning Kiruna,
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län, Luleå.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2003, Förklaring att Kiruna stationshus, Jukkasjärvi
bandel 1:1, Kiruna kommun, övergått till byggnadsminne enligt lagen (1988:950)
om kulturminnen m.m., Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län, Luleå.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001a, Byggnadsminnesförklaring av Hjalmar
Lundbohmsgården, Fjällrosen 1, Kiruna stad och kommun, Länsstyrelsen i
Norrbottens län, Luleå.
36

Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001b, Byggnadsminnesförklaring av hyresfastigheten
"Jerusalem", Bolaget 11:1, Kiruna stad och kommun, Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens
län, Luleå.
Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län 2001c, Byggnadsminnesförklaring av Kiruna stadshus,
Tätörten 3, Kiruna stad och kommun, Länsstyrelsen i Norrbottens län, Luleå.
Latour, B. 2007 [2005], Reassembling the social : an introduction to actor-networktheory, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
LKAB [2012]a, Årsredovisning 2011, LKAB.
LKAB [2012]b, , Ullspiran berörs först [Homepage of LKAB], [Online]. Available:
http://www.lkab.com/Framtid/Samhallsomvandling/Nar/Prognoser/Merom-prognoser-i-Kiruna-/ [2013, February 10].
Martins Holmberg, I. 2008, "Historiseringen av Malmberget" in Malmberget :
strukturella förändringar och kulturarvsprocesser - en fallstudie, eds. B. Svensson &
O. Wetterberg, pp. 42-54.
Mason, R. 2008, "Assessing Values in Conservation Planning" in The heritage
reader, ed. G.J. Fairclough, Routledge, London, pp. 99-124.
Merriam, S.B. 2009, Qualitative research: a guide to design and implementation, 2nd
edn, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco.
Mydland, L. & Grahn, W. 2012, "Identifying heritage values in local
communities", International Journal of Heritage Studies, vol. 18, no. 6, pp. 564587.
Negussie, E. 2004, "What is worth conserving in the urban environment?
Temporal shifts in cultural attitudes towards the built heritage in Ireland",
Irish Geography, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 202-222.
Nyseth, T. & Sognnæs, J. 2012, "Preservation of old towns in Norway: Heritage
discourses, community processes and the new cultural economy", Cities.
O'Faircheallaigh, C. 2008, "Negotiating cultural heritage? Aboriginal-mining
company agreements in Australia", Development and Change, vol. 39, no. 1,
pp. 25-51.
Olshammar, G. 2008, "Ruinlandskapet som besvär eller historia" in Malmberget :
strukturella förändringar och kulturarvsprocesser : en fallstudie, eds. B. Svensson &
O. Wetterberg, pp. 15-27.

37

Pendlebury, J. 2012, "Conservation values, the authorised heritage discourse and
the conservation-planning assemblage", International Journal of Heritage Studies,
pp. 1-19.
Riksantikvarieämbetet 2010, Beslut om ändring av värdebeskrivningen gällande område
av riksintresse för kulturmiljövården Kiruna – Kirunavaara [BD 33], Dnr 33100556-2009, Riksantikvarieämbetet.
Riksantikvarieämbetet 1990, Riksintressanta miljöer i Sverige: förteckning: underlag för
tillämpning av naturresurslagen 2 kap 6§, Riksantikvarieämbetet, Stockholm.
Situation Kiruna [2012], Situation Kiruna: Ett blad om Kirunas stadsomvandling,
Situation Kiruna.
Sjöholm, J. 2010, Föreställningar om stadsomvandlingens Kiruna, Institutionen för
kulturvård, Göteborgs universitet, Göteborg.
Sjöholm, J. 2008, Vad är Kiruna värt? : Kiruna - en kulturvärderingsanalys,
Norrbottens museum, Luleå.
Sjöholm, J. [2013], "Approaches to Built Cultural Heritage in Urban
Transformations: A Study of Kiruna, Sweden", To be submitted.
Sjöholm, J. & Nilsson, K.L. 2011, Malmfältens kulturmiljöprocesser, Luleå tekniska
universitet, Luleå.
Smith, L. 2012, "Editorial", International Journal of Heritage Studies, vol. 18, no. 6,
pp. 533-540.
Smith, L. 2006, Uses of heritage, Routledge, New York.
Stake, R.E. 1995, The art of case study research, Sage, Thousand Oaks, Calif. ;
London.
Sternudd, C. 2007, Bilder av småstaden : om estetisk värdering av en stadstyp,
Institutionen för arkitektur och byggd miljö, LTH, Lunds universitet.
Svenska byggnadsvårdsföreningen 2013, [No date]-last update, Gula listan
[Homepage of Svenska byggnadsvårdsföreningen], [Online]. Available:
http://byggnadsvard.se/gula-listan [2013, April 11].
Swensen, G. 2012, "Integration of historic fabric in new urban development-A
Norwegian case-study", Landscape and Urban Planning, vol. 107, no. 4, pp.
380-388.
Swensen, G., Jerpasen, G.B., Saeter, O. & Tveit, M.S. 2012, "Alternative
perspectives? The implementation of public participation in local heritage
38

planning", Norsk Geografisk Tidsskrift-Norwegian Journal of Geography, vol. 66,
no. 4, pp. 213-226.
Thrift, N. 2003, "Performance and ....", Environment and Planning A, vol. 35, no.
11, pp. 2019-2024.
Tunbridge, J.E. 2008, "Whose Heritage to Conserve?: Cross-cultural reflections
on political dominance and urban heritage conservation" in The heritage reader,
ed. G.J. Fairclough, Routledge, London, pp. 235-244.
Unnerbäck, R.A. 2002, Kulturhistorisk värdering av bebyggelse, 1. [uppl.] edn,
Riksantikvarieämbetets förl., Stockholm.
Walsh, K. 1992, Representation of the past: museums and heritage in the post-modern
World, Routledge, London.
Wang, S.-. 2012, "From a living city to a World Heritage City: Authorised
heritage conservation and development and its impact on the local
community", International Development Planning Review, vol. 34, no. 1, pp. 117.
Wells, J.C. 2010, "Our history is not false: Perspectives from the revitalisation
culture", International Journal of Heritage Studies, vol. 16, no. 6, pp. 464-485.
Yin, R.K. 2007, Fallstudier: design och genomförande, 1 uppl edn, Liber, Malmö.
Yuen, B. 2006, "Reclaiming cultural heritage in Singapore", Urban Affairs Review,
vol. 41, no. 6, pp. 830-854.
Zhang, Y. 2008, "Steering towards growth: Symbolic urban preservation in
Beijing, 1990-2005", Town Planning Review, vol. 79, no. 2-3, pp. 188-208.

39

APPENDIX I

BUILT CULTURAL HERITAGE IN AN URBAN PLANNING CONTEXT
Literature Review

Jennie Sjöholm

INTRODUCTION
This literature review is part of a study of built cultural heritage in urban
transformations, with a specific focus on issues concerning the evaluation and reevaluation of buildings and built environments when physical urban changes
occur. The research study focuses on the assessment process in which built
environments are evaluated and turned into cultural heritage, but also the
opposite: how buildings and built environments lose significance and cease their
status as being cultural heritage. The research also studies how protected built
cultural heritage is managed in urban planning processes.
The research is carried out as a single case study of the urban transformation
of Kiruna, a mining town in the northernmost part of Sweden. A major urban
transformation is currently taking place due to the mining activities. LKAB, the
mining company that established Kiruna as a model town in 1900, is expanding its
iron ore mining. These mining activities cause subsidence, which in turn affects
the settlement. This means that the town centre and several residential areas need
to be relocated to new developments; this is a process that will continue over the
coming decades. Kiruna is a cultural heritage site of national interest, protected by
the Environmental Code. Several buildings and built-up areas are also protected
by the Heritage Conservation Act and by the Planning and Building Act and are,
as such, part of an ‘official heritage’. So far, I have investigated how the cultural
heritage is managed in the on-going urban planning processes in Kiruna. This is
approached from a discourse analytic perspective that draws particularly on
Laurajane Smith’s work concerning the ‘authorised heritage discourse’ (Smith
2006). This literature review is influenced by this concept and by issues addressed
in my previous research.

Objective
The objective of this literature review is to be exploratory in searching for
previous research within the field of cultural heritage in an urban planning
context, especially with a focus on urban transformations. An ‘exploratory’ review
is carried out “to satisfy curiosity, provide better understanding or for general
interest; to examine the feasibility of further study by indicating what might be
relevant to study in more depth; to provide illumination on a process or a
problem” (Hart 1998:47). This literature review is presented as a ‘state-of-the-art
review’, with the purpose of bringing the “readers up to date on the most recent
research on the subject” (Jesson, Matheson & Lacey 2011:15). This includes
investigating general questions that can be answered by such a literature review,
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such as: “What are the major issues and debates about the topic?”, “What are the
main questions and problems that have been addressed to date?”, “What are the
key sources?” and “What are the key theories, concepts and ideas?” (Hart
1998:14).
This literature review was carried out using a more systematic approach
compared to my earlier literature studies, in order to supplement these. This
literature review is not, however, a systematic review as described by Jesson et al.,
who defined the ‘systematic review’ as a specific methodology following certain
stages in a precise order (Jesson, Matheson & Lacey 2011:104). This state-of-theart review is what Jessop et al. called a ‘traditional review’, which is characterised
by its aim for “a broad understanding of the field”, being exploratory and being
based on articles deliberately selected by the reviewer (Jesson, Matheson & Lacey
2011:105).

Focus
The literature review is exploratory, but the scientific articles have been selected
based on three main issues in order to narrow the search result. First, there is a
focus on literature in which built cultural heritage is examined in a contemporary
urban planning context, especially related to various types of urban
transformations. Second, the concept of ‘heritagisation’ is investigated in order to
comprehend how the term is used. Also, articles examining how cultural heritage
‘is made’ in more general terms are included. Third, the databases are searched in
order to find previous research relating specifically to my case study. This includes
the geographical area of Kiruna and Malmfälten, but also cultural heritage issues
connected to mining activities.

Method
In literature studies prior to this literature review, I have searched for books and
articles through various databases; in texts then selected for reading, I have
continued the literature search by investigating relevant references. In addition to
this, journals that are of importance within the research field have been searched,
such as the International Journal of Heritage Studies. Based on these previous
literature studies, a number of keywords were selected (Figures 1 - 3) in order to
explore the connection between ‘cultural heritage’ and ‘urban planning’. These
keywords have now been used to perform systematic searches of three different
databases in order to avoid partial or biased state-of-the-art review.
The search has been carried out on the international databases Web of Science,
Scopus and the Swedish database Libris. The searches were broad in order to cover
as many relevant articles as possible, regardless of discipline. Being an exploratory
search, all kinds of documents provided in the databases have been included, such
as journal articles, conference proceedings, book reviews and editorial material.
For Web of Science, I used document searches based on topics, using all citation
databases, with no time limit. For Scopus, I made document searches using
“Article Title, Abstract, Keywords”, searching for all document types, in all
subject areas, with no time limit. For Libris, I used a regular search.
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The use of keywords, phrases and the combination of keywords and phrases
was pragmatic, depending on the number of items found in the databases. With
approximately 300 items or more, I made the search narrower by using phrases. I
also used the Boolean operator “AND” to combine keywords and phrases. In
Figure 1, single keywords and phrases are listed, with the number of items found
in the databases. In Figure 2, the keywords I used in combination with ‘cultural
heritage’ are listed. In Figure 3, the keywords and phrases I used in combination
with searching for ‘cultural heritage’ as a phrase are listed.
I judged the search results firstly by titles and then by abstracts provided in
the databases. If the abstracts indicated relevant articles, I downloaded the
documents for closer inspection. Only articles in English were used and, having
limited time, only articles either published in open access or available in journals
subscribed to by Luleå University of Technology were studied beyond reading the
abstracts. This was the procedure for Web of Science and Scopus. Libris does not
provide abstracts; using English keywords also resulted in limited search results in
the Swedish database. I included the search in Libris to explore the possibility of
obtaining an overview of the international literature used in a national context
within the research area. Also, Libris provides book titles, whereas Web of Science
and Scopus mainly list articles, conference proceedings etc.
Keyword
“Built cultural
heritage”
Heritagisation
Heritagization
Authorized
heritage discourse
Authorised
heritage discourse
Cultural heritage
process
“Cultural heritage
process”

Web of Science
13

Scopus
21

Libris
3

3
4
3

6
8
4

0
0
0

3

4

1

1106

2079

47

0

0

0

Figure 1. Word search using one keyword or phrase, with number of items found in the databases
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Keyword 1

Keyword 2

Cultural
heritage

Urban
conservation
Urban
transformation
Urban
planning
Value
assessment
Cultural
significance
Historical
significance
Architectural
significance
Aesthetical
significance
Model town
Model village
Company
town
Mining
Subsidence
Kiruna
Malmberget
Gällivare
Sweden

Web of
Science
110

Scopus

Libris

312

15

32

98

25

110

372

25

0

159

2

0

447

26

47

109

5

3

35

1

0

1

0

0
0
0

48
33
7

1
1
0

53
7
0
0
0
31

140
12
0
0
0
64

11
0
0
1
0
120

Figure 2. Word search combining Keyword 1 with Keyword 2, with number of items found in the
databases
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Keyword 1

Keyword 2

“Cultural
heritage”

“Urban
conservation”
“Urban
planning”
“Conservation
planning”
Value
assessment
“Cultural
significance”
“Historical
significance”
“Architectural
significance”
Mining
Discourse
“Heritage
discourse”
Process

Web of
Science
5

Scopus

Libris

18

0

20

155

5

5

45

0

0

109

0

0

23

2

0

10

1

0

1

0

31
95
6

90
185
15

8
9
0

756

1478

31

Figure 3. Word search combining Keyword 1 with Keyword 2, with number of items found in the
databases

RESULT
Performing an exploratory literature search in the databases, using broad search
criteria, obviously resulted in the finding of a vast number of articles, spanning
numerous topics. An overall impression is that articles about built cultural heritage
in an urban context often focus on issues such as ‘tourism’, ‘sustainability’,
‘gentrification’, ‘adaptive re-use’ or ‘regeneration’. Since none of these topics are
key issues in this literature review, I have not studied these topics as such. Most
papers found in the database search are based on case studies, or using specific
buildings, towns or landscapes as examples; often, world heritage sites serve as
empiric material.
Articles explicitly relating to ‘cultural heritage’ could be divided into two
categories: articles that have the premise that cultural heritage ‘is’ and articles that
argue that cultural heritage ‘is made’. Articles about cultural heritage that ‘is’ often
perceive the cultural heritage as being threatened and accordingly suggest
solutions to the predicament, which may be problems related to air pollution or
fire hazards, careless renovations, or insufficient implementing of legislation.
These articles about management and maintenance have been excluded from this
review. Instead, articles concerning the process of ‘heritagisation’ and the making
of cultural heritage have been selected.
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The articles found within the focus of the literature review could roughly be
divided into the following topics: urbanisation and urban conservation, heritage,
authorised heritage discourse and mining. These are discussed in further detail. I
also discuss the lack of articles that might have been expected to appear in the
database search.

Urbanisation and urban conservation
Urbanisation and its various effects on the built cultural heritage is analysed in the
articles found. There is an interest in relating built cultural heritage to placemaking and using it to diminish what is perceived as negative effects of
urbanisation and globalisation, where all cities end up looking alike.
This is discussed, for instance, by Swensen, who, drawing on a study on four
medium-sized Norwegian towns, argued that “cultural heritage has the potential
to be a platform for developing the place-specific character of urban regions”, but
concluded that urban planning is performed based on an international context and
‘glocal’ images rather than the uniqueness of the specific towns and their fabric
and environment (Swensen 2012:387).
Zhang (2008) investigated conservation in the context of urban renewal in
Beijing, identifying the outcome for built cultural heritage as the result of a
‘symbolic urban preservation’. Zhang described how immense urban
transformations are taking place in Beijing in order to stimulate urban growth; old
neighbourhoods are being replaced with modern high-rise buildings.
Simultaneously, parts of a selected architectural heritage are being conserved in
order to “create a better image for the city” and to “promote the development of
the tourist economy” (Zhang 2008:188). Zhang interpreted this as a consequence
of not only land being an economic resource, but also that “culture,
entertainment and amenities are incorporated into the arsenal of the growth
machine” (Zhang 2008:189). Zhang argued that the ‘symbolic’ conservation that
is taking place has a number of negative effects. It prioritises architectural
monuments rather than the urban context; the cultural heritage is exploited but
not protected; visitors are to be entertained but inhabitants are ignored. Zhang’s
conclusion was that this symbolic use of the cultural heritage is not sustainable and
the city will lose its character if the built cultural heritage is to be limited to a
number of monuments that are used as decoration in urban planning.
In Singapore conservation has become an issue for urban planning. Yuen
(2006) investigated a changing approach to cultural heritage in Singapore; in
previous decades, urbanisation and urban planning resulted in vast destruction of
built cultural heritage in order to create a ‘tabula rasa’ and restructure the city.
Yuen argued that “heritage conservation is celebrated as a key theme for making
the city more livable” (Yuen 2006:832). The reasons in favour of conservation are
twofold. As Singapore experienced a decline in the tourism industry, the city’s
historical sites were recognised as important to attract visitors. Yuen also pointed
out the importance of cultural heritage in maintaining a sense of place and
identity, as well as collective memory to avoid “the homogenizing force of
globalization” (Yuen 2006:834).
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A Norwegian case study, based on study of the towns Stavanger, Mosjøen
and Risør in Norway, indicated that there are numerous reasons for urban
conservation taking place (Nyseth, Sognnæs 2012). A general phenomenon, not
only in Norway, was the vast demolition of historic areas in towns that took place
after the Second World War, causing an emerging counter-movement, striving
for urban conservation. In Norway, this conservation movement coincided with
the ‘green movement’ (Nyseth, Sognnæs 2012:70). However, Nyseth and
Sognnæs described a much more complex set of motives behind the outcome of
urban conservation in the Norwegian context. According to their study, an
effective implementation of urban conservation strategies requires an agreement
between all stakeholders, such as the local population, property owners and
businesses. The case study also showed that initiatives for urban conservation
could emerge both from local inhabitants and from authorities. Nyseth and
Sognnæs explained a number of motives for conservation; it may be based on
arguments supporting the town’s identity, a part of the ‘green movement’, or
encouragement from heritage professionals. In Risør, the urban conservation was
carried out within an economic discourse, but this was not the case in Stavanger,
where the motive instead was “preserving the character of a unique part of urban
history” (Nyseth, Sognnæs 2012:74). In Mosjøen, “the discourse was related to a
struggle between urban regenerating and renewal of a slum area versus rescuing
the old town from demolition” (Nyseth, Sognnæs 2012:75). Nyseth and Sognnæs
concluded that what the different cases have in common is the collaboration
between actors within public, private and civil sectors at different levels of
authority. Also, there had been flexibility in addressing homeowners’ wishes for
modernisation, avoiding conflicts with heritage officials.

Heritage
Searching for articles about ‘heritagisation’ resulted in a number of results, where
the word was used either as a keyword or in the main text in the articles.
However, the concept as such was not explicitly defined; rather, it was the
concept of ‘heritage’ as a phenomenon that was discussed and defined. My
conclusion is that ‘heritagisation’ is to be understood as a cultural process in which
objects and places, such as buildings and built environments, are attributed certain
meanings and significances and thus turned into ‘cultural heritage’. This
heritagisation process is in contrast to the idea of cultural significance being
defined as intrinsic values of objects and places.
Heritage can be defined as something that “is concerned with the ways in
which very selective material artefacts, mythologies, memories and traditions
become resources for the present” with that selection being dependent on
contemporary requirements (Graham 2002:1004). Also, “heritage is more
concerned with meanings than material artefacts” (Graham 2002:1004). As a
consequence, heritage – and the artefacts connected to it – might be rejected
when values change and new meanings of the past are reflected in the present.
Heritage is therefore “as much about forgetting as remembering the past”
(Graham 2002:1004). According to Graham, heritage also has multiple uses and
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interpretations, which make dissonance an intrinsic feature and complicates the
assessment of it (Graham 2002:1015).
Heritage is defined in a similar way by Ashworth and Tunbridge, who stated
that “heritage is the contemporary usage of a past and is consciously shaped from
history, its survivals and memories, in response to current needs for it” (Ashworth,
Tunbridge 1999:105); they argued that pasts may be rejected and new pasts be
(re)constructed in the creation of heritage.
Negussie (2004) explored how the assessment of built cultural heritage
changes over time, arguing that meanings and values are not fixed, but constantly
change as the built environments are re-evaluated. Accordingly, she described the
shifting attitudes towards conservation in Ireland and Dublin from the 1930s and
onwards. Negussie argued that “built environments are shaped by changing ideas
and values and are culturally constructed places” (Negussie 2004:220). She also
identified various motives for conservation, such as political dimensions, arguing
that “value judgements on what to conserve must constantly be re-assessed. It is
important that the debate on conservation is not limited to a discussion on
individual buildings and areas, but that it forms part of a culturally and politically
conscious approach to the built heritage” (Negussie 2004:220).
Other examples of how heritage is interpreted as being socially constructed
is analysed, for example, in the context of the renovation of a chapel in Vievola,
in southern France, as a political act to reinforce its power by strengthening the
collective memory and the local identity (Isnart 2012). Another example is the
official effort to construct a heritage site in Lijiang Old Town in China, in order
to attract tourists, which resulted in interpretations that were contested by the
town’s inhabitants (Su 2011).

Authorised heritage discourse
Several articles indicate that there is a connection between heritage as a social and
political process and an ‘authorised heritage discourse’ (AHD). The ‘authorised
heritage discourse’ is a concept introduced by Laurajane Smith (2006), who
suggested that there is a specific, hegemonic discourse that “acts to constitute the
way we think, talk and write about heritage” (Smith 2006:11). ‘Heritage’ is, in
this perspective, defined as “a cultural practice, involved in the construction and
regulation of a range of values and understandings” (Smith 2006:11).
The ’authorised heritage discourse’ is problematised in an Australian context
by Ashton (2009), who argued that the AHD shapes a stereotypical history by
reproducing certain narratives and, in doing so, constructs a forged national
history, which omits certain disgraceful parts of the country’s colonial and postcolonial history.
Smith framed the ‘authorised heritage discourse’ as having evolved as a
Western concept of heritage and how that heritage should be managed (Smith
2006). This phenomenon is problematised, for instance, in the context of urban
conservation in the city of Pingyao, in China, that is listed as one of UNESCO’s
World Heritage Sites (Wang 2012). Wang argued that, despite an increasing
criticism of the AHD, the concept has been introduced in the urban conservation
practice in China. This is partly because China has a short history of urban
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conservation, hence lacks analytical skills and experience and therefore has
implemented Western theory and practice in conservation. According to Wang,
the urban conservation of Pingyao focuses on developing the town as a tourist
attraction, which has led to displacement of the inhabitants and an exclusion of
the community. Contradictions between Western conservation practice and local
traditions are claimed to occur also in South East Asian countries such as Brunei,
Thailand, Vietnam and Taiwan (Jones 1997).
Another statement is that the ‘authorised heritage discourse’ is “a
professional discourse that privileges expert values and knowledge about the past
and its material manifestations” (Smith 2006:4). This AHD perspective is
challenged, for instance, in the context of a revitalisation program of a historic
downtown area in Anderson, South Carolina, USA (Wells 2010). Wells criticised
the traditional architectural conservation approach, supported by the AHD, that
favours authenticity in material fabric rather than “the socially and culturally
constructed meanings that come from the experience of being in the historic
downtown” (Wells 2010:479). The revitalisation is carried out through using
historicised design in new buildings rather than constructing the new buildings in
a contemporary style. Keeping the existing buildings is preferred, both by those in
favour of conservation and those in favour of revitalisation; however, the
arguments for this strategy differ. The conservationists want to preserve buildings
to keep their information values; those in favour of revitalisation want to preserve
the sense of place that is created by the old buildings (Wells 2010:474).
Smith (2006) argued that community participation is a discourse dissenting
from the AHD. This is reflected on, for instance, by Swensen et al. They studied
the planning process in two medium-sized regional towns in Norway and
concluded that “local stakeholders were often invited to participate in planning
processes, but that their contributions were largely kept out of the official plans at
the final stage” (Swensen et al. 2012).
Another Norwegian study compared the value assessment of old
schoolhouses made by the national authorities and by the local communities
(Mydland, Grahn 2012). They concluded that there is a divergence between
national and local definitions of cultural heritage. The national authorities
prioritised professionalism in management and used predefined criteria in assessing
the values of the buildings, whereas the local initiatives wanted to restore the
schoolhouses “as a medium to develop and maintain social fellowship and a
common identity”, where people could “gather around a joint project to do some
meaningful work together” (Mydland, Grahn 2012:583).

Mining
A number of articles concerning mining and ‘cultural heritage’ studied closed
mines and their potential as heritage resource. One example is discussed by
Conesa et al. (Conesa, Schulin & Nowack 2008), suggesting that the Mining
District of Cartagena-La Unión in the Southeast Spain has economic potential to
attract tourists due to the combination of there being significant historic and
cultural values and being located near a mass tourism area. Conesa et al. also
referred to the mining heritage of Rio Tinto in the Southern region of Andalucía,
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and the heritagisation process that has taken place, resulting in a mining museum,
the restoration of a railway, urban areas and archaeological sites, as well as the
arrangement of tours around the mining area. One crucial issue, however, is to
manage the environmental risks, such as handling polluted materials and mine
tailings, as well as securing shafts and building ruins. The potential to revitalise the
economy through tourism in former mining areas is also discussed in, for instance,
the context of an ancient iron mine in Llumeres in the north of Spain (Fernandez
Alvarez, Garcia-Lengomin Pieiga & Suarez-Lazare 2010) and of the former
mining settlement of L’Argentiera in Sardina (De Montis, De Montis 2008). The
mining landscape of the Røros area in southern Norway, a World Heritage Site
on UNESCO’s list, is also problematised (Daugstad, Grytli 1999). The area is a
multifaceted landscape, containing overlapping historic layers that are difficult to
comprehend since they are scattered and sometimes subtle, in a large landscape.
A different perspective on the connection between mining activities and
cultural heritage is investigated by O’Faircheallaigh (2008), in a study of how ongoing mining activities affect the cultural heritage of indigenous people.
O’Faircheallaigh scrutinised a large number of agreements between mining
companies and Australian Aborigines and concluded that there is a potential to
protect the indigenous cultural heritage through negotiations, but that the
bargaining position of the indigenous people must be improved in order to
succeed.

Key references
Looking through the reference lists in all the articles presented above, a number of
authors, books and articles occur in many of them. Reading all of these has been
out of the scope in this literature review, but should be done in the continued
research study.
Among the key authors are Laurajane Smith and particularly her book Uses
of heritage (Smith 2006). Other authors frequently referred to are G.J. Ashworth
and J.E. Tunbridge (e.g. Tunbridge 1984, Tunbridge, Ashworth 1996, Ashworth,
Tunbridge 2000, Ashworth, Graham & Tunbridge 2007). There are also a
number of anthologies included in the reference lists, such as The heritage reader
(Fairclough 2008), Valuing historic environments (Gibson, Pendlebury 2009) and
The Ashgate research companion to heritage and identity (Graham, Howard
2008). Articles by David Harvey (e.g. Harvey 2001) and Emma Waterton (e.g.
Watson, Waterton 2010) are also repeatedly referred to. There are also a number
of books such as Townscapes (Burke 1976), The heritage industry (Hewison
1987) and Conservation and the city (Larkham 1996) that are of significance.
Furthermore, books such as The past is a foreign country (Lowenthal 1985) and
Consuming places (Urry 1995) have been influential.

RESEARCH GAP
The literature study indicates a research gap about heritagisation processes in the
built environment. There are articles that address urban conservation, but how
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buildings and built-up areas turn into heritage seem to be insufficiently
investigated. There are also surprisingly few articles about ‘cultural heritage’
relating to mining activities. However, specific articles are missing in the databases
searched. There are, for instance, a number of relevant articles published in the
International Journal of Heritage Studies, a journal included in both Scopus and
Web of Science, which I have found during recurring searches of this specific
journal, which did not appear in the database search. Relevant articles not found
using the selected keywords in the databases include articles referring to the
authorised heritage discourse (e.g. Pendlebury 2012, Smith 2012, Storm, Olsson
2012), but also to Malmberget (Storm, Olsson 2012) and to Kiruna (Nilsson
2010).
Whether the lack of articles depends on the paucity of research carried out
about these issues, or if the selected keywords are not adequate in finding the
research, is difficult to say. Refined literature reviews should be performed as this
research continues, in order to determine this.

CONCLUSION
This literature review aimed at being exploratory, but focused on three issues.
The first was the issue of how built cultural heritage is perceived in a
contemporary urban planning context. This resulted in articles analysing the
significance of cultural heritage in urbanisation processes and the role of urban
conservation. The second issue investigated was the concept of ‘heritagisation’.
The term as such was not defined in any of the articles, but the main idea is that
heritage is socially constructed. In this aspect, the concept links to the ‘authorised
heritage discourse’. The third issue was that very few articles were found relating
directly to my case study.
Carrying out the literature review based exclusively on database searches
provided a great number of articles. This study indicates that there is a research
gap about heritagisation processes in the built environment. However, more
refined searches need to be carried out in order to have a sufficient outline of the
research area. This should be combined with studying the references in articles
found through the databases.
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APPENDIX II

CULTURAL HERITAGE PROCESSES IN MALMFÄLTEN
EXTENDED ABSTRACT OF THE SCIENTIFIC REPORT MALMFÄLTENS
KULTURMILJÖPROCESSER

Jennie Sjöholm, Kristina L Nilsson

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 ‘nonquestion’ 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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