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Sammanfattning  
 
Den ständigt pågående omvandlingen och utvecklingen av det kulturella arvet 
producerar nya rumsliga villkor, formade av såväl intern socio-politisk dynamik som 
externa krafter. Kulturarv har alltid spelat en central roll i individers och gruppers 
identitetsskapande och uppfattas nu allt oftare även som ett kapital i konstruktionen av 
städer och regioner. Dock saknar kulturarvspraktikerna ofta förståelse för de socio-
politiska konsekvenserna och kan därmed inte på ett medvetet sätt hantera dessa 
aspekter. Denna avhandling undersöker utvecklingen av det kulturella arvet och dess 
inverkan i tre socio-politiska kontexter: Botswana, ett postkolonialt samhälle; Palestina, 
ett ockuperat samhälle; och Sverige, ett västerländskt samhälle. En analys av lokala 
interventioner i de tre områdena visar hur auktoritet kommer till uttryck genom 
diskurser om kulturarvet i historiska miljöer.  
 
I Palestina har - under det ottomanska styret, det brittiska mandatet och den israeliska 
ockupationen - det kulturella arvet utgjort en arena kännetecknad av såväl militär som 
diskursiv kamp för historia, identitet och makt. Så till exempel präglar narrativ om ’det 
heliga landet’ nutida praktiker kring kulturarv i den av historien präglade staden 
Nablus. I Botswana har västerländskt utvecklade idéer för stadsplanering praktiserats 
under både den koloniala och den postkoloniala eran, vilket format 
urbaniseringsstrategier ofta utan hänsyn till lokal kultur. Den sociala och rumsliga 
verklighet som därigenom skapats har lett till en tilltagande distansering mellan 
Botswanierna och deras kulturarv. Detta fick avgörande konsekvenser vid definitionen 
av värdefullt kulturarv under utvecklingen av Shoshong village och Sowa town.  I 
Ystad har det kulturella arvet under sena nittonhundratalet reglerats och legitimerats 
genom framhållandet av en medeltida identitet, en identitet som starkt format 
stadsmiljön men men vars sociala och rumsliga konsekvenser inte beaktats.  
  
Dessa resultat presenteras i fyra artiklar, som var och en lyfter en specifik 
frågeställning kring kulturellt arv. I en ”kappa” kopplas artiklarna samman och 
analyseras särskilt med avseende på  hur det kulturella arvet involveras i 
auktoritetsskapande,. Analysen visar att auktoritet kommer till uttryck genom 
diskursiva praktiker kring kulturellt arv. Samtidigt som varje fall präglas av en 
kontextuell och situerad diskurs, påverkas alla av en ’universell kulturarvsdiskurs’. 
Inom ramen för denna universella diskurs uppfattas kulturarv som fysiska ting 
omgärdade av sociala och kulturella erfarenheter ofta kopplade till europeiska 
värderingar, under kontroll av professionella experter och i linje med konventionell 
kunskap. Denna diskurs har sina rötter i den ’auktoriserade kulturarvsdiskursen’ som 
växte fram i Europa under artonhundratalet och spred sig globalt genom internationell 
kultursamverkan. En av avhandlingens slutsatser är att en situering av platsspecifika 
interventioner i sina komplexa sociala, kulturella och politiska kontexter kan erbjuda en 
för samhället produktiv dissonans, snarare än den begränsning som oundvikligen blir 
följden av ambitionen att snabbt komma fram till konsensus. Genom att synliggöra hur 
auktoritet kommer till uttryck genom kulturarvets olika rumsliga nivåer, kan en ökad 
kapacitet och förståelse för socio-politiska aspekter också byggas upp i 
kulturarvspraktiken.  
 
Nyckelord: kulturarv, mening, auktoritet, diskurs, historisk miljö 
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Abstract 
 
The perpetual evolution of the value of heritage in urban development is producing new 
socio-spatial realities, shaped by different relationships of power at multiple scales. 
Heritage has always played an important role in the construction of individual and 
group identities, but is now increasingly seen as a capital for the making of city 
identity. Although professional heritage practices have attempted to embrace a similar 
or parallel vision, they are likely to overlook how interventions in heritage challenge 
identity, meaning and sense of place. This thesis employs methods of discursive 
analysis to investigate the evolution and the appropriation of heritage in three socio-
political contexts: Botswana, a post-colonial society; Palestine, an occupied society; 
and Sweden, a developed Western society. It also uncovers the ways authority is put to 
work through the discursive field of heritage in historic environments. 
 
Heritage in Palestine under the rule of the Ottoman Empire, British Mandate, and the 
Israeli Occupation has been engulfed by both armed and discursive struggles over 
history, identity, and superiority. Narratives of the ‘Holy Land’ in addition to the 
pressures of the occupation forces and international interventions have shaped current 
heritage practices in the Historic City of Nablus. In Botswana, Western planning ideas 
have been promoted in both the colonial and post-colonial eras, with little attention to 
local culture. The socio-spatial realities this produces have divorced the Batswana from 
the familiar and played an authoritarian role in defining valuable heritage in the 
development of Shoshong village and Sowa town. Heritage in the town of Ystad, 
Sweden, has since the late nineteenth century been regulated and legitimized through a 
consistent inscription of a medieval identity on the town landscape, overlooking social 
and spatial consequences.  
 
These findings are presented in four papers that each addresses a specific aspect of 
heritage in urban development. An introductory monograph links the articles, 
developing theoretical analyses on how heritage-authority relations. This discussion 
goes beyond direct practices of authority in management of physical heritage. Instead, 
it uncovers how heritage is utilised to gain and reinforce authority over identity politics 
in historic environments. It also sheds light on how discursive struggles over meaning 
in the three cases are influenced by a ‘universalized heritage discourse’. In this 
discourse, heritage is perceived as physical things representing a specific version of the 
past, framed by European values and controlled by professional expertise and 
conventional knowledge. This discourse is rooted in the ‘authorized heritage discourse’ 
that emerged in Europe in the nineteenth century and disseminated globally through 
international treaties on heritage. Situating site-specific interventions in their social, 
cultural, and political contexts would allow for productive dissonance, rather than 
narrow mediations of competing views. The virtue of working with heritage in the face 
of authority at different spatial scales is stressed as one way to build sufficient capacity 
in heritage practices, capacity that would allow individuals and social groups to freely 
negotiate their identity against any intervention in their spaces of heritage.  
 
Keywords: heritage, meaning, authority, discourse, appropriation, historic environments 

vi 
 

Abstract 
 
The perpetual evolution of the value of heritage in urban development is producing new 
socio-spatial realities, shaped by different relationships of power at multiple scales. 
Heritage has always played an important role in the construction of individual and 
group identities, but is now increasingly seen as a capital for the making of city 
identity. Although professional heritage practices have attempted to embrace a similar 
or parallel vision, they are likely to overlook how interventions in heritage challenge 
identity, meaning and sense of place. This thesis employs methods of discursive 
analysis to investigate the evolution and the appropriation of heritage in three socio-
political contexts: Botswana, a post-colonial society; Palestine, an occupied society; 
and Sweden, a developed Western society. It also uncovers the ways authority is put to 
work through the discursive field of heritage in historic environments. 
 
Heritage in Palestine under the rule of the Ottoman Empire, British Mandate, and the 
Israeli Occupation has been engulfed by both armed and discursive struggles over 
history, identity, and superiority. Narratives of the ‘Holy Land’ in addition to the 
pressures of the occupation forces and international interventions have shaped current 
heritage practices in the Historic City of Nablus. In Botswana, Western planning ideas 
have been promoted in both the colonial and post-colonial eras, with little attention to 
local culture. The socio-spatial realities this produces have divorced the Batswana from 
the familiar and played an authoritarian role in defining valuable heritage in the 
development of Shoshong village and Sowa town. Heritage in the town of Ystad, 
Sweden, has since the late nineteenth century been regulated and legitimized through a 
consistent inscription of a medieval identity on the town landscape, overlooking social 
and spatial consequences.  
 
These findings are presented in four papers that each addresses a specific aspect of 
heritage in urban development. An introductory monograph links the articles, 
developing theoretical analyses on how heritage-authority relations. This discussion 
goes beyond direct practices of authority in management of physical heritage. Instead, 
it uncovers how heritage is utilised to gain and reinforce authority over identity politics 
in historic environments. It also sheds light on how discursive struggles over meaning 
in the three cases are influenced by a ‘universalized heritage discourse’. In this 
discourse, heritage is perceived as physical things representing a specific version of the 
past, framed by European values and controlled by professional expertise and 
conventional knowledge. This discourse is rooted in the ‘authorized heritage discourse’ 
that emerged in Europe in the nineteenth century and disseminated globally through 
international treaties on heritage. Situating site-specific interventions in their social, 
cultural, and political contexts would allow for productive dissonance, rather than 
narrow mediations of competing views. The virtue of working with heritage in the face 
of authority at different spatial scales is stressed as one way to build sufficient capacity 
in heritage practices, capacity that would allow individuals and social groups to freely 
negotiate their identity against any intervention in their spaces of heritage.  
 
Keywords: heritage, meaning, authority, discourse, appropriation, historic environments 



vii 
 

Acknowledgments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This thesis would not have seen light of day without the help of many people. I must 
thank all those who took the time to read and comment on the draft texts; discussed 
with me my ideas and findings; answered my questions; offered suggestions; gave 
criticisms; provided logical support during the field researches and the writing of the 
thesis; introduced me to intellectuals in the fields of heritage, governance and planning; 
assisted me in the field researches in Botswana, Palestine and Sweden; helped to clarify 
the complexities of these three socio-political contests; or shared the different moments 
with me during the conduct of this research.   
 
Lars Orrskog, Associate Professor at the Department of Urban Planning and 
Environment, KTH, has been everything a thesis supervisor should be. He has been 
constructive in his suggestions, and a solid sounding board for my ideas. Professor 
Göran Cars has also been the supervisor necessary to make this research possible. His 
encouragements sustained a rhythm in the research progress. When the research had 
become exhausted and strained, Assistant Professor Kristina Grange brought us 
sufficient energy to proceed. Her inputs have helped make the main thread of this thesis 
stand out. An intellectual circle of researchers at the department helped grow the ideas 
behind this research and situate them in larger debates. Some of my texts profited from 
comments offered by Dick Urban Vestbro, Maria Håkanson, Tigran Haas, Lina 
Suleiman, and Ebba Högström. Greger Henriksson at the Department of Environmental 
Strategies Research also provided inspiring ideas for the study of Ystad.  
 
During my PhD studies I worked with a number of researchers in teaching, research 
and coordination projects. I appreciated their understanding when I was facing 
deadlines. These researchers are, in addition to some I have mentioned above, Lisa Van 
Well, Mats Johansson, Nils Viking, and Inga Britt Warner. Juan Grafeuile, Caisa 
Naeselius and Joanna Wasilewska made possible the administrative and economic 
aspects of my life at the department. I can never thank enough all the PhD students at 
my department, some of whom have also become dear and close friends, especially 
Luciane Borges who have helped me in several PhD matters. I must also acknowledge 
Rita Santos, Abdul Khakee, Elisabetta Troglio, Kh Md Nahiduzzaman, and Johan 
Ekström for creating a friendly atmosphere in our shared offices.  
 
Karolina Isaksson at the Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute was 
the discussant in the halfway PhD seminar. Her invaluable comments helped this 
research to grow intellectually. I am also thankful for her further comments on Article 
III. Tim Richardson at the Department of Development and Planning, Aalborg 

vii 
 

Acknowledgments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This thesis would not have seen light of day without the help of many people. I must 
thank all those who took the time to read and comment on the draft texts; discussed 
with me my ideas and findings; answered my questions; offered suggestions; gave 
criticisms; provided logical support during the field researches and the writing of the 
thesis; introduced me to intellectuals in the fields of heritage, governance and planning; 
assisted me in the field researches in Botswana, Palestine and Sweden; helped to clarify 
the complexities of these three socio-political contests; or shared the different moments 
with me during the conduct of this research.   
 
Lars Orrskog, Associate Professor at the Department of Urban Planning and 
Environment, KTH, has been everything a thesis supervisor should be. He has been 
constructive in his suggestions, and a solid sounding board for my ideas. Professor 
Göran Cars has also been the supervisor necessary to make this research possible. His 
encouragements sustained a rhythm in the research progress. When the research had 
become exhausted and strained, Assistant Professor Kristina Grange brought us 
sufficient energy to proceed. Her inputs have helped make the main thread of this thesis 
stand out. An intellectual circle of researchers at the department helped grow the ideas 
behind this research and situate them in larger debates. Some of my texts profited from 
comments offered by Dick Urban Vestbro, Maria Håkanson, Tigran Haas, Lina 
Suleiman, and Ebba Högström. Greger Henriksson at the Department of Environmental 
Strategies Research also provided inspiring ideas for the study of Ystad.  
 
During my PhD studies I worked with a number of researchers in teaching, research 
and coordination projects. I appreciated their understanding when I was facing 
deadlines. These researchers are, in addition to some I have mentioned above, Lisa Van 
Well, Mats Johansson, Nils Viking, and Inga Britt Warner. Juan Grafeuile, Caisa 
Naeselius and Joanna Wasilewska made possible the administrative and economic 
aspects of my life at the department. I can never thank enough all the PhD students at 
my department, some of whom have also become dear and close friends, especially 
Luciane Borges who have helped me in several PhD matters. I must also acknowledge 
Rita Santos, Abdul Khakee, Elisabetta Troglio, Kh Md Nahiduzzaman, and Johan 
Ekström for creating a friendly atmosphere in our shared offices.  
 
Karolina Isaksson at the Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute was 
the discussant in the halfway PhD seminar. Her invaluable comments helped this 
research to grow intellectually. I am also thankful for her further comments on Article 
III. Tim Richardson at the Department of Development and Planning, Aalborg 



viii 
 

University, was the discussant in the final seminar. His comments advanced the 
discussion on authority and heritage and shaped the main question of this research. One 
part of this research was conducted at the College of Built Environments of the 
University of Washington. I was lucky to be introduced to Robert Mugerauer who 
provided this research with significant inputs. He was central in the development of 
Articles III and IV. I am also grateful to Manish Challana for his comments on Article 
III. Though I worked with him for only a short time, my research has profited from his 
intellectual capacity in heritage. Neil Graham helped to make my administrative life at 
the College possible. The friendly community at the College’s PhD program provided 
me with a warm social environment, progressive intellectual space and memorable 
experiences. 
 
To Klauz Kunzman, Christer Bengs, and Heather Campbell, thank you for your 
comments on Article II. This article was selected by the Journal of Planning Theory 
and Practice for the prize of best paper at the AESOP Young Academics Conference in 
Prague, February 2010.  
 
There is no way to express my thanks to the countless Batswana, Palestinians and 
Swedes that I have met. They generously took the time to talk with me, to share their 
points of view, to recount their experiences, to host me in their private houses, to 
receive me in their offices, and to show me around. My experiences in each country 
have been unforgettable. In particular, Nassir Arafat was instrumental during my field 
research in Nablus. He was a source of information and provided inputs on the very 
subject of this thesis. Eman Al-Assi also provided significant. I should acknowledge 
the Department of Architecture at Al-Najah University for hosting one seminar about 
preliminary findings. In Botswana, Mosha Aloysius at the Department of Architecture 
and Urban Planning of the University of Botswana made my field research possible. 
Jan Wåreus and Mojalemotho Rudolph also helped in the selection of interviewees. In 
Sweden, Sten Tesch, Rooney Nilsson and Per-Axel Sjöholm were very helpful in 
understanding the case of Ystad, selecting interviewees and collecting information.  
 
I must acknowledge the generous financial support I received from the International 
Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), the Swedish Research Links at Formas-Sida, 
the Valle-Scandinavian Exchange Program at the University of Washington, the 
International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural 
Property (ICCROM), and the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation.  
 
Nassir Isaf did an invaluable job editing this thesis, correcting my English while 
preserving its intended tone with absolute pitch. His help has been extraordinary, not 
only in editing but also in his constructive comments on the structure of the articles and 
on the very subject of the research. Any errors that remain are, of course, my own.  

 
I initially wished to dedicate this work to my grandfather, Wasif, who has always been 
my inspiration. Now I feel that this work must be dedicated to my parents, Samir and 
Huda, who have always stood and prayed for me. They deserve all my love for the 
endless support in all my ups and downs. My final warm word goes to my grandma, 
Imtithal, who always remains close to my heart.  
 
Stockholm, March 2012 
Feras Hammami 

viii 
 

University, was the discussant in the final seminar. His comments advanced the 
discussion on authority and heritage and shaped the main question of this research. One 
part of this research was conducted at the College of Built Environments of the 
University of Washington. I was lucky to be introduced to Robert Mugerauer who 
provided this research with significant inputs. He was central in the development of 
Articles III and IV. I am also grateful to Manish Challana for his comments on Article 
III. Though I worked with him for only a short time, my research has profited from his 
intellectual capacity in heritage. Neil Graham helped to make my administrative life at 
the College possible. The friendly community at the College’s PhD program provided 
me with a warm social environment, progressive intellectual space and memorable 
experiences. 
 
To Klauz Kunzman, Christer Bengs, and Heather Campbell, thank you for your 
comments on Article II. This article was selected by the Journal of Planning Theory 
and Practice for the prize of best paper at the AESOP Young Academics Conference in 
Prague, February 2010.  
 
There is no way to express my thanks to the countless Batswana, Palestinians and 
Swedes that I have met. They generously took the time to talk with me, to share their 
points of view, to recount their experiences, to host me in their private houses, to 
receive me in their offices, and to show me around. My experiences in each country 
have been unforgettable. In particular, Nassir Arafat was instrumental during my field 
research in Nablus. He was a source of information and provided inputs on the very 
subject of this thesis. Eman Al-Assi also provided significant. I should acknowledge 
the Department of Architecture at Al-Najah University for hosting one seminar about 
preliminary findings. In Botswana, Mosha Aloysius at the Department of Architecture 
and Urban Planning of the University of Botswana made my field research possible. 
Jan Wåreus and Mojalemotho Rudolph also helped in the selection of interviewees. In 
Sweden, Sten Tesch, Rooney Nilsson and Per-Axel Sjöholm were very helpful in 
understanding the case of Ystad, selecting interviewees and collecting information.  
 
I must acknowledge the generous financial support I received from the International 
Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), the Swedish Research Links at Formas-Sida, 
the Valle-Scandinavian Exchange Program at the University of Washington, the 
International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural 
Property (ICCROM), and the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation.  
 
Nassir Isaf did an invaluable job editing this thesis, correcting my English while 
preserving its intended tone with absolute pitch. His help has been extraordinary, not 
only in editing but also in his constructive comments on the structure of the articles and 
on the very subject of the research. Any errors that remain are, of course, my own.  

 
I initially wished to dedicate this work to my grandfather, Wasif, who has always been 
my inspiration. Now I feel that this work must be dedicated to my parents, Samir and 
Huda, who have always stood and prayed for me. They deserve all my love for the 
endless support in all my ups and downs. My final warm word goes to my grandma, 
Imtithal, who always remains close to my heart.  
 
Stockholm, March 2012 
Feras Hammami 



ix 
 

Contents 
 

Sammanfattning ............................................................................................................... v 
Abstract ...........................................................................................................................vi 
 

Acknowledgments..........................................................................................................vii 
 

List of Illustrations ........................................................................................................... x 
Abbreviations ............................................................................................................... x 
Figures.......................................................................................................................... x 
Tables ........................................................................................................................... x 
Articles ......................................................................................................................... x 

 

PREFACE .......................................................................................................................xi 
 

INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................... 2 
1.1.  Setting the Scene ............................................................................................... 2 
1.2.  Aim.................................................................................................................... 6 
1.3.  Thesis Organisation........................................................................................... 7 
1.4.  Heritage in the Thesis........................................................................................ 8 
1.5.  Epistemological Positioning.............................................................................. 9 

 

THEORY ....................................................................................................................... 12 
2.1.  The Social Construction of Heritage ............................................................... 12 
2.1.1.  Heritage as a Concept and Discourse .......................................................... 12 
2.1.2.  Historic Environments and Competing Discourses ..................................... 14 
2.2.  Heritage, Authority, and Legitimization ......................................................... 16 
2.2.1.  Mobilizing the Past ...................................................................................... 16 
2.2.2.  Universalizing the Past ................................................................................ 20 
2.3.  Authority at Work ........................................................................................... 23 

 

METHODOLOGY......................................................................................................... 30 
3.1.  Research Strategy ............................................................................................ 30 
3.2.  The Cases: Conduct and Analyses .................................................................. 32 
3.2.1.  Understanding the Cases.............................................................................. 32 
3.2.2.  Analysing the Cases..................................................................................... 34 
3.3.  Field Research: Methods and Materials .......................................................... 36 
3.3.1.  Interviews .................................................................................................... 37 
3.3.2.  Observations ................................................................................................ 40 
3.3.3.  Written materials ......................................................................................... 41 

 

ARTICLES SUMMARIZED......................................................................................... 44 
 

DISCUSSION ................................................................................................................ 48 
5.1.  Conflicts over Heritage ................................................................................... 48 
5.2.  Authority in the Discursive Field of Heritage ................................................. 52 
5.2.1.  Reducing the Relational Networks of Historic Environments .................... 52 
5.2.2.  Assimilating the Dissonant Space of Heritage ............................................ 55 
5.2.3.  Universalizing Heritage Scale ..................................................................... 58 

 

CONTRIBUTION.......................................................................................................... 64 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY.......................................................................................................... 66 
 

ARTICLES..................................................................................................................... 72 

ix 
 

Contents 
 

Sammanfattning ............................................................................................................... v 
Abstract ...........................................................................................................................vi 
 

Acknowledgments..........................................................................................................vii 
 

List of Illustrations ........................................................................................................... x 
Abbreviations ............................................................................................................... x 
Figures.......................................................................................................................... x 
Tables ........................................................................................................................... x 
Articles ......................................................................................................................... x 

 

PREFACE .......................................................................................................................xi 
 

INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................... 2 
1.1.  Setting the Scene ............................................................................................... 2 
1.2.  Aim.................................................................................................................... 6 
1.3.  Thesis Organisation........................................................................................... 7 
1.4.  Heritage in the Thesis........................................................................................ 8 
1.5.  Epistemological Positioning.............................................................................. 9 

 

THEORY ....................................................................................................................... 12 
2.1.  The Social Construction of Heritage ............................................................... 12 
2.1.1.  Heritage as a Concept and Discourse .......................................................... 12 
2.1.2.  Historic Environments and Competing Discourses ..................................... 14 
2.2.  Heritage, Authority, and Legitimization ......................................................... 16 
2.2.1.  Mobilizing the Past ...................................................................................... 16 
2.2.2.  Universalizing the Past ................................................................................ 20 
2.3.  Authority at Work ........................................................................................... 23 

 

METHODOLOGY......................................................................................................... 30 
3.1.  Research Strategy ............................................................................................ 30 
3.2.  The Cases: Conduct and Analyses .................................................................. 32 
3.2.1.  Understanding the Cases.............................................................................. 32 
3.2.2.  Analysing the Cases..................................................................................... 34 
3.3.  Field Research: Methods and Materials .......................................................... 36 
3.3.1.  Interviews .................................................................................................... 37 
3.3.2.  Observations ................................................................................................ 40 
3.3.3.  Written materials ......................................................................................... 41 

 

ARTICLES SUMMARIZED......................................................................................... 44 
 

DISCUSSION ................................................................................................................ 48 
5.1.  Conflicts over Heritage ................................................................................... 48 
5.2.  Authority in the Discursive Field of Heritage ................................................. 52 
5.2.1.  Reducing the Relational Networks of Historic Environments .................... 52 
5.2.2.  Assimilating the Dissonant Space of Heritage ............................................ 55 
5.2.3.  Universalizing Heritage Scale ..................................................................... 58 

 

CONTRIBUTION.......................................................................................................... 64 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY.......................................................................................................... 66 
 

ARTICLES..................................................................................................................... 72 



x 
 

List of Illustrations 
 
Abbreviations 
 
AHD Authorized Heritage Discourse 
HCN Historic City of Nablus  
ICCROM International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of 

Cultural Property  
ICOM International Council of Museums 
ICOMOS International Council on Monuments and Sites  
IDF Israel Defence Forces 
NGO Non-Governmental Organization  
PLO Palestine Liberation Organization  
UHD Universalized Heritage Discourse  
UN United Nations Organization 
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization  
WCNH World Cultural and Natural Heritage  
YF Ystads Fornminnesförening (Ystad Ancient Monument Association) 
 
Figures 
 
Figure 1. The location of the cases on a physical map of the world. ............................. 30 
Figure 2. Explaining the discursive analyses employed in each article......................... 35 
Figure 3. A quick conversation with a resident in the HCN. ......................................... 37 
Figure 4. Snowballing interviews while visiting Balatah camp in Nablus. ................... 38 
Figure 5. A kgotla meeting in Shoshong........................................................................ 38 
Figure 6. Examples of media sources from the three cases. .......................................... 42 
 
Tables 
 
Table 1. Interviews conducted in each case. .................................................................. 37 
Table 2. Central issues raised in the articles .................................................................. 47 
 
Articles  
 
Article I Hammami F. (2012) Culture and Planning for Change and Continuity in 

Botswana. Journal of Planning Education and Research, issue 32(2); 
DOI: 10.1177/0739456X11435511 

 

Article II  Hammami F. (2012) Conservation under Occupation: Conflictual powers 
and cultural heritage meanings. Planning Theory and Practice, issue 
13(2) 2012; DOI:10.1080/14649357.2012.669977. 

 

Article III Hammami F. (Accepted) Legitimation of Interventions in Historic City 
Areas: The case of the Well-preserved Ystad. Accepted for publication in 
the Journal of Urban Research and Practice. 

 

Article IV  Hammami F. (Accepted) The Signifying System of Heritage: The case of 
the Historic City of Nablus. Accepted for publication in the Journal of 
Social and Cultural Geography. 

x 
 

List of Illustrations 
 
Abbreviations 
 
AHD Authorized Heritage Discourse 
HCN Historic City of Nablus  
ICCROM International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of 

Cultural Property  
ICOM International Council of Museums 
ICOMOS International Council on Monuments and Sites  
IDF Israel Defence Forces 
NGO Non-Governmental Organization  
PLO Palestine Liberation Organization  
UHD Universalized Heritage Discourse  
UN United Nations Organization 
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization  
WCNH World Cultural and Natural Heritage  
YF Ystads Fornminnesförening (Ystad Ancient Monument Association) 
 
Figures 
 
Figure 1. The location of the cases on a physical map of the world. ............................. 30 
Figure 2. Explaining the discursive analyses employed in each article......................... 35 
Figure 3. A quick conversation with a resident in the HCN. ......................................... 37 
Figure 4. Snowballing interviews while visiting Balatah camp in Nablus. ................... 38 
Figure 5. A kgotla meeting in Shoshong........................................................................ 38 
Figure 6. Examples of media sources from the three cases. .......................................... 42 
 
Tables 
 
Table 1. Interviews conducted in each case. .................................................................. 37 
Table 2. Central issues raised in the articles .................................................................. 47 
 
Articles  
 
Article I Hammami F. (2012) Culture and Planning for Change and Continuity in 

Botswana. Journal of Planning Education and Research, issue 32(2); 
DOI: 10.1177/0739456X11435511 

 

Article II  Hammami F. (2012) Conservation under Occupation: Conflictual powers 
and cultural heritage meanings. Planning Theory and Practice, issue 
13(2) 2012; DOI:10.1080/14649357.2012.669977. 

 

Article III Hammami F. (Accepted) Legitimation of Interventions in Historic City 
Areas: The case of the Well-preserved Ystad. Accepted for publication in 
the Journal of Urban Research and Practice. 

 

Article IV  Hammami F. (Accepted) The Signifying System of Heritage: The case of 
the Historic City of Nablus. Accepted for publication in the Journal of 
Social and Cultural Geography. 



xi 
 

PREFACE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The first time I worked with heritage was in the Historic City of Nablus (HCN) in 
1998. As a student at the Department of Architecture at An-Najah University, I joined a 
group of students and researchers in documenting the damages caused by the Israel 
Defence Forces (IDF) during the First Intifada (the Palestinian uprising from 1978–
1993). We made sketches and geometric drawings of several damaged houses. After 
finishing the drawings, I was told that some NGOs would seek international funding to 
reconstruct the houses, as part of a larger ambition for the rebirth of the HCN after 
many years of continuous incursions and lack of renovations. A number of 
development projects were implemented during the ‘peace’ period (1993–2000) 
between the Israeli State and the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO).  
 
When the Second Intifada started (2000–today) the political instability put such 
projects on hold. The period of April 3–21, 2002 was characterized by heavy incursions 
into the whole city of Nablus. The IDF entered the historic city gradually by tunnelling 
through inside walls to move from house to house. Many historic buildings and spatial 
elements were damaged, and many people were also killed (and were locally revered as 
martyrs). The scale of destruction in the historic city was enormous compared to other 
surrounding areas. The new spatial realities made the documentations we had made in 
1998 irrelevant. Most of the reconstructions that had been carried out during the peace 
period were directly affected. Although the IDF claimed that they carried out the 
incursions to engage with militant resistance groups, focusing these incursions in the 
historic city could be seen as a means of targeting the collective memories of the locals, 
the historic roots of the Palestinians, the material witnesses of their existence and their 
nascent national identity.  
 
In 2005, I wrote my Master’s thesis about how the incursions had affected the HCN, 
but my focus then was on the architectural heritage. In 2006, I decided to conduct a 
pilot study to frame my ideas for further research into the role of civil society 
organizations (mainly NGOs) in the conservation of heritage under the conditions of 
occupation. After some interviews with members of the local community and 
representatives of NGOs, I realised how the value of heritage goes beyond architecture 
and buildings, and how the role of civil society organizations is often shaped by 
different levels of political influence. This prompted me to situate the question of 
heritage in my research within sociology and political science. The role of NGOs 
appeared to have been strongly influenced by the international development programs 
and donation plans. With these preliminary findings my approach to heritage took on 
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xii 
 

an international dimension, with the objective to unfold how heritage practices in the 
HCN are influenced on multiple levels.  
 
In 2007, I began my PhD studies at the Royal Institute of Technology, Sweden, where I 
was also working as a Research Engineer. One assignment I had in that year was to 
review Botswana’s Town and Country Planning Act from a cultural viewpoint. This 
assignment, together with other literature reviews, showed that the pattern of 
international interventions in the heritage practices of Palestine also occurs in many 
parts of the world at different scales. I therefore decided to analyse other case studies 
from different socio-political contexts to explore this issue. As this thesis was being 
conducted in Sweden, it seemed reasonable to choose a Swedish case to test my 
assumptions, especially since Sweden has a long tradition of concern for heritage. 
Eventually, three cases were chosen for this thesis, representing heritage practices in 
three different socio-political contexts: Botswana as a post-colonial society, Palestine 
as an occupied society, and Sweden as a developed Western society. The empirical 
findings from the three cases are presented in four scientific articles (following Chapter 
6). They are also discussed and developed in this introductory monograph (on the 
organization of this thesis, see section 1.3). 
 
My perception of heritage is inspired by the works of Laurajane Smith, David Harvey, 
John Urry, David Lowenthal, and Raymond Williams. Smith and Harvey emphasize 
that heritage is ‘cultural practices’ and a ‘value-laden process’. Both ‘practices’ and 
‘processes’ have been used to support my understanding of the construction of 
meaning. Their work has also been influential in my approach to the historical 
development of heritage as a concept and discourse. I have borrowed Williams’ 
conceptions of culture and the social organizations of culture. Discursive power is a 
central problem in this thesis. My approach to power is inspired by the works of Michel 
Foucault with particular attention paid to his analyses of knowledge/power plays and 
governmentality. Foucault’s works have been linked with Smith’s ‘authorized heritage 
discourse’ and Harvey’s ‘heritageisation’.  These ideas will be discussed at length in 
the articles. 
 
I was interested to test conceptions and approaches to heritage in the context of 
inhabited historic environments. This has been based on a two-fold assumption. First, 
heritage politics in historic environments with inhabited spaces differ from other 
monumental areas meant to be visited by tourists. Direct interactions between the local 
community and the surrounding environment intensify these politics through the 
diversity of views and the strength of relations. Based on these interactions, diverse 
meanings of heritage are constructed and negotiated, characterising the distinctiveness 
of historic environments. This assumption is linked with the works of John Urry, where 
he discusses networks and the multiple spaces of a place, and John Tunbridge and 
Gregory Ashworth, where they discuss the ‘dissonant space of heritage’. The way that 
site-specific interventions explicitly challenge and contest identity, meaning, and sense 
of place also shaped my interest in working with heritage in inhabited spaces.  
 
Second, the micro socio-spatial interactions and other interactions within heritage 
politics are not geographically bounded. They are influenced by demands on multiple 
spatial scales. This assumption is linked with the works of Ole Jensen and Tim 
Richardson, where they discuss ‘cultural sociology of space’ to explain the dialectical 
relations between discourse, space, and spatiality. I extended this discussion by 
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drawing on the works of Erik Swyngedouw, where he uses scale politics to explain the 
different relationships of power that shape micro socio-spatial interactions at multiple 
spatial scales. In section 2.3, I have pulled a link from the two assumptions and linked 
it with arguments from Smith’s AHD and Harvey’s heritageisation to theoretically 
discuss heritage in scale politics. This discussion concludes with an analytical 
framework to help understand the way authority is put at work through the discursive 
field of heritage in historic environments.  
 
It is worth mentioning that the selection and interpretation of literatures has been 
influenced by my educational background (in architecture) and my personal 
experiences. My prior knowledge about the circumstances surrounding the Palestine 
case has inevitably played a central role in formulating my arguments in the three 
cases. It is true that my interest in heritage began in Palestine; however, my relationship 
with the other two cases has developed strongly in the course of this thesis.  
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Chapter One 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This chapter starts by setting the scene, explaining the general research problem and the 
specific focus. The subsequent section presents the aim and research questions. Then, 
the organization of this thesis is introduced: a six-chapter introductory monograph 
discusses four scientific articles. It ends by explaining the epistemological positioning 
of this research. 
 
1.1. Setting the Scene    
 
Since 1948, when he was displaced from his home in Acre city, Abu Mohammad 
Mansour has lived in the Yasamin neighbourhood of the Historic City of Nablus 
(HCN), in Palestine. In Yasamin, he rents a two-storey house that today, together with 
four other houses, surrounds a semi-public space. The space used to be a grove. Mr. 
Mansour and his neighbours grew tomatoes, eggplants, lemons, and other vegetables in 
the grove. The vegetables were their means of survival during the First Intifada (1987–
1993) when the Israel Defence Forces (IDF) occasionally enforced curfews in 
Palestinian cities. Every time the IDF invaded the HCN, causing damage to its different 
historic parts, Mr. Mansour and the neighbours would wake up in the morning to repair 
their houses and the grove. When the peace period started in 1993, Mr. Mansour and 
his neighbours celebrated the successful protection of their property. He was later 
informed about a municipal plan to comprehensively renovate the HCN. But the plan 
seemed to have been delayed. In 1999, he visited relatives in Jordan, where they had 
been displaced during the war of 1967. His son sent him 350 Jordanian Dinars to 
encourage him to extend his visit. After one month, Mr. Mansour returned to find his 
grove tiled over as part of the municipal plans. His son hadn’t wanted him to return 
during the renovations, so that he would not be shocked by its fate. The renovations 
were implemented as part of the international assistance programs to the Palestinian 
Authority, celebrating the peace period and the ‘end’ of the long history of the British 
Mandate (1917–1948) and Israeli occupation (1948–1993). The Japanese government 
had donated two million US dollars for street paving in the greater city of Nablus. 
About USD 850,000 was allocated by the then mayor, Ghassan Al-Shaka’a, for 
renovations in the HCN. He saw heritage as a vehicle for economic growth, and the 
new tiling of the HCN’s streets and alleys was seen as a means to facilitate tourism. 
The renovations were implemented in a rush, since the donation had time conditions. 
The USD 125,000 allocated for street repairs in Yasamin ran out before the tiling could 
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be completed. Most incomplete renovations were therefore put on hold, waiting for 
other foreign donations. But Mr. Mansour, despite the disappointment of losing the 
grove that enfolded his memories of struggles under occupation, has since 1999 been 
mobilizing his neighbours to donate to completing the tiling. Driven by his passionate 
belief in the vitality of the HCN, he wanted to finish the municipal work. The Second 
Intifada (2000–today) opened with frequent invasions of the HCN, causing intensive 
damages in most of its parts and preventing the completion of the tiling (see Articles II 
and IV). 
 
In 1994, Mr. and Mrs. Sebona moved from the village of Shoshong to live on a low-
cost plot in Sowa town, in northwest Botswana. When they arrived, they were 
impressed by the quality of their specific plot and by Sowa’s ‘modern style’ of 
architecture and urban fabric. Sowa had been planned and designed in 1991 by foreign 
architects and civil engineers working, through international assistance programs, with 
the Department of Town and Country Planning. Jan Wåreus, a Swedish architect, 
together with his colleagues, planned and designed Sowa based on the dominant 
Tswana culture in response to the increasing replacement of local built environments 
by Western city images and lifestyles. As is common in Tswana culture, the Sebonas 
built small additional structures on their plot, a setlaagana (kitchen) and a chicken pen. 
They bought the wood from Shoshong for 350 Pula (about USD 50) and built them 
together as they and their neighbours had always done in Shoshong. This was also an 
escape from the indoor heat and a means of maximizing the utility of the outdoor 
spaces of their plot. A few days after they started cooking in their setlaagana, Mr. 
Sebona was called for a hearing at the Planning and Registry Department at the 
Township Authority. He was asked to remove the ‘illegal structures’ on his plot. The 
Sebonas had to slaughter some chickens and give others to their neighbours. Some 
years later, with Mr. Sebona’s 2000 Pula monthly salary insufficient, they deliberated 
the need to run a business – selling vegetables – from their plot as they used to do in 
Shoshong. They sent an official request to the Township Authority to build a small 
structure, arguing that the Building Control Code allowed for a relaxing of the setback 
to the border of the plot. The request was rejected because multiple-purpose plots are 
not allowed in Sowa and the Building Control Code was not applicable in this case. For 
the last few years, the Sebonas have been looking for jobs in other, less restricted areas 
(see Article I). 
 
About 20 years ago, Håkan Nilsson, the director of the city museum of Ystad, Sweden, 
requested approval from the County Council for the installation of a lift in the city’s 
Monastery, originally built in 1267. He wanted to provide the elderly and those with 
physical difficulties equitable access to one of the most well-preserved monasteries in 
northern Europe. The Council rejected the proposal on the grounds that a medieval 
building of national heritage interest should be conserved, unaltered, for future 
generations. Since the 1930s, Ystad has been regarded as a well-preserved medieval 
town. The historic core and a number of buildings and monuments are recorded in the 
national heritage registers. Policies for urban development in Ystad are controlled by 
the National Heritage Board, through the County Council, to maintain the medieval 
character and historic significance of Ystad not only within Sweden but also within 
Europe. The emergence of the European discourse on ‘Creative Industries’ in the early 
1990s has unfolded new market demands, to which heritage management has had to 
respond. In Sweden, this has materialized in a shift in the public debate from 
‘kulturpolitik’ (cultural policy) to ‘kulturekonomi’ (cultural industry policy). Following 
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this shift, Mr. Nilsson reapplied to the Council for permission to install the lift. This 
time his request was approved. Mr. Nilsson was enough encouraged to also propose the 
installation of a new steel-and-glass structure in the northwestern ruins of the 
Monastery. He argued that modern tourism demands that traditional modes of heritage 
management utilize innovative technologies in order to provide tourists with more 
interactive and informative visits to heritage. He also argued that the number of tourists 
in 2009 and 2010 was larger than the Monastery’s capacity. He believes that the new 
structure will enlarge the space of the Monastery, integrate modern images into its 
medieval characteristics, make the forgotten ruin areas more accessible, and fit tourist 
visits to the Monastery with the ‘modern modes of tourism’ without harming its historic 
significance (see Article III). 
 
Travelling between Palestine, Botswana, and Sweden in the course of this thesis has 
showed how meanings of, and conflicts over, heritage differ from one socio-political 
context to another. Most of the conflicts are about what counts as valuable heritage, 
how to conserve it, and who is to be in charge. Some perceive heritage to be physical 
with a static representation of past experiences, whereas others find it to be cultural and 
economic capital for the future. Heritage is also seen as a political instrument, not only 
for ideas of nationalism and nationhood but also communalism, in terms of collective 
identity and the deliberate building of imagined community. Such conflicts and 
meanings are consistently discussed by many authors (see for instance Maffi 2009; Abu 
El-Haj 2001; Boswell and Evans 1999; Kohl 1998; Anderson 1983: 15). They also 
focus on how ‘the past’ and heritage are significant elements in the identification of 
people and the construction of memories. This focus cannot be seen in isolation of the 
democratic debates that emerged in the second half of the twenty-first century calling 
for social inclusions and the decentralization of management of heritage. Despite the 
growing attention to the different competing views on heritage, there is little attention 
given to the social and cultural contexts of site-specific interventions and how heritage 
is involved in the critical questions of control, authority, and superiority.  
 
In this research, specific attention will be given to how authority is gained and 
reinforced through heritage. This focus goes beyond the vested authority in heritage 
institutions and actors, and the apparent ‘manipulation’ and ‘invention’ of the past. 
Important in this thesis is to emphasise that the ability to define ‘the past’ is an 
expression of power, not only over the representation of heritage but also over societal 
development, cultural systems, modes of organization, identity, and daily life practices. 
This approach to heritage-authority relations formed a basis for the analyses of the 
conflicts over heritage in the three cases. Methods of discursive analysis are employed 
to unfold the discursive struggles in heritage practices at different spatial scales. A 
central issue here is to unfold the various discourses of the past and how they have been 
constituted and interpreted by previous societies. This shall help to understand how the 
value-loaded concept and historically-developed discourse of heritage are, as Hardy 
(1988: 333) argues, ‘locked into wider frameworks of dominant and subversive 
ideologies’ with the aim to homogenize and subjugate particular versions of the past 
and forms of heritage knowledge.  
 
The field research in Sowa town and Shoshong village showed how foreign planning 
ideas have been locally promoted in both colonial and post-colonial Botswana to 
manipulate the strategies of modernization and urbanization. One of the consequences 
is seen in the Westernized spatial geographies and social organization of the local 
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culture at the expense of local values. The new spatial and social realities play an 
authoritarian role in deciding on what can be counted as Botswana’s valuable heritage 
and how socio-spatial relations should evolve. While the colonial power is interested in 
maintaining its superiority over history and societal development in their former 
colony, the international development and funding agencies might also have ambitions 
to develop conditions of dependency of a post-colonized society on Western cultures 
and technologies. Article I shows how Western-centric city images and planning 
models have been used in Botswana to rebuild and manage urbanization. Such uses can 
be seen in the socio-political context of identity, superiority, and authority.  
 
The treatment of the Historic City of Nablus has showed how heritage in Palestine is 
engulfed not only by armed struggles but also by discursive struggles over history, 
identity, and authority. The heritage of Palestine has been strategically targeted by 
competing forces in each period of the Ottoman Empire, British Mandate, and the 
Israeli Occupation. Some of these forces and their narratives of the ‘Holy Land’ are still 
influential in current heritage practices. These narratives have been written and 
rewritten using archaeological and excavation studies, legislative documents, and direct 
physical interventions. The continuous armed activities and discursive struggles among 
the competing representatives of the different civilizations have resulted in domination 
and subjugation of each of the other’s memories, experiences, and physical historic 
traces.  
 
In the Historic Town of Ystad, new images of conflicts over heritage have emerged. A 
number of medieval heritage properties are recorded in the national heritage registers. 
Their management is centrally controlled through the County Council, despite the fairly 
independent status of the municipality in the management of urban development and 
taxation. Decisions regarding what can be counted as heritage and how to conserve it 
are dominated by a hegemonic heritage discourse which was started in the nineteenth 
century by cultural elites (archaeologists, conservation architects, and historians). 
Through this discourse the value of medieval heritage has been consistently inscribed 
into the socio-spatial landscapes of Ystad, marginalizing other pre-historic and 
contemporary meanings and memories. Particular conservation technologies are also 
designed and enforced to ensure ‘proper’ conservation of the medieval Ystad. This has 
been rationalized as the wish to maintain the status of Ystad within northern European 
medieval history. A consistent argument can be seen in the public debate suggesting 
that harming the experience of medieval Ystad is comparable to harming the symbolic 
materiality of national and regional identities. Medieval heritage in Ystad has therefore 
been given authority over the rest of the town, playing a significant role in the future 
development of the city and society.  
 
Although each case presents context-specific struggles over heritage, the three cases 
show that heritage is involved in ‘authority-making’: authority over, and through, 
heritage. This refers to how heritage as a political resource (Hobsbawm and Ranger 
1983) is utilised through the discursive manipulation of the past to gain and reinforce 
authority over identity politics and the making of a society. According to Harvey 
(2000: 48), ‘the past is essential to identity, and its manipulation to create apparently 
“natural” interpretations of history is central to the formation of power relationships 
and the maintenance of authority’. The past is therefore accounted for, re-used and 
represented in different ways to create an identity which aligns the powerful actors with 
the trajectory of ‘the nation’ and to homogenize the memories and experiences of 
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others. When certain physical heritages become particularly conserved, these heritages 
and the social groups they represent become authorized among other groups and spatial 
structures affecting the local socio-spatial relations.  
 
These relations in the three cases perpetually transform through empowering-
disempowering mechanisms, producing spatial scales that define where conflicts over 
heritage are mediated and regulated. Each case embraces a contextually-situated 
hegemonic heritage discourse dominating the domestic use and interpretation of 
heritage. However, heritage practices in the three cases are relatively influenced by the 
power of a ‘universalized heritage discourse’ (UHD). In this discourse, heritage is 
understood as physical properties related to a defined version of the past, connected to 
Western values, framed by elite experiences and memories, and controlled by 
professional expertise and conventional knowledge. This discourse is rooted in what 
Smith (2006) calls the ‘authorized heritage discourse’ (AHD).  
 
Smith (2006: 22) identified the AHD during her study of heritage politics in England 
and Australia. This discourse began in ‘the nineteenth century, not only driven by 
certain narratives about nationalism and Romantic ideals, but also a specific theme 
about the legitimacy and dominant place in national cultures of the European social and 
political elite’. The AHD ‘draws on and naturalizes certain narratives and cultural and 
social experiences – often linked to ideas of nation and nationhood … It also privileges 
expert values and knowledge about the past and its material manifestations, and 
dominates and regulates professional heritage practices’ (Smith 2006: 4). In the twenty-
first century the AHD ‘has achieved dominance as a “universalizing” discourse’ (Smith 
2006: 17). Its authority is disseminated through the declared consensus among United 
Nations (UN) member states on the protection of world heritage as a matter of 
international accountability and the virtue to global society of protecting ‘outstanding 
universal values’. This consensus has been written into international conventions and 
agreements. It has also been put at work in local contexts worldwide through diverse 
UN organizations such UNESCO and ICOMOS, in addition to international 
development agencies such as USAID and the World Bank.  

 
1.2. Aim  
 
Heritage is approached in this thesis through the daily life experiences and professional 
conservation activities that take place in historic city areas. These are studied at the 
level of meaning and use of heritage among the different social groups of a society. 
Conservation activities – interpretation, spatialization, funding, and direct interventions 
– are dealt with at multiple spatial scales, from the local to the global. A central 
assumption is that heritage is socially constructed and enmeshed by discursive power 
struggles over meaning. Following Foucault’s theory of power/knowledge, particular 
constructions become dominant based on how the different discourses among official 
groups and social groups are constructed and negotiated. In this sense, heritage cannot 
be seen as a static object. Instead, heritage is here understood as a ‘cultural process’ 
where competing ambitions always attempt to manipulate ‘the past’ as a way to gain 
and reinforce authority over the making of a society.  
 
The aim of this thesis is to investigate the becoming and the appropriation of heritage in 
different socio-political contexts, and to uncover how authority is put at work through 
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the discursive field of heritage for questions relating to control over the making of a 
society. Four questions guide the research: 
 

1. How is meaning in heritage constructed and negotiated through discursive 
struggles? 

2. How do daily life experiences in historic city areas connect to, and inform, 
heritage? 

3. How is authority gained, disseminated and reinforced through heritage? 
4. How do interventions in heritage become appropriated at different spatial 

scales? 
 
The discussions of these questions are situated in the fields of critical heritage studies 
and governance research.   
  
1.3. Thesis Organisation  
 
There are six chapters in this introductory monograph. Chapter 1 presents the research 
problem, aim, approach to heritage, and epistemological positioning. Chapter 2 outlines 
the theory that formed the basis for the conduct of the field research, and which has 
also developed according to the empirical findings from the three cases. It begins by 
explaining the social construction of heritage, drawing on how the conception of 
‘heritage’ has been particularly tested and developed in the four articles. This is 
followed by critical discussions on how heritage becomes involved in authority 
making. It concludes by proposing an analytical approach to help understand meanings 
of and conflicts over heritage, considering its wider socio-political context. Chapter 3 
explains the methodology. This includes discussion on the research strategy, the 
phenomena of the three cases, the field research, and the methods of discursive 
analyses. Chapter 4 outlines the four articles to set the platform for the discussions in 
the subsequent chapter. Chapter 5 presents the discussions of the articles in relation to 
the research aim, methodology, and theory and findings. Chapter 6 outlines the main 
contributions of this thesis to heritage studies and governance researches as a 
concluding chapter.  
 
The four articles are presented at the end of this thesis. Article I examines how culture 
might be integrated in planning by critically rethink the role of planners and knowledge 
in the planning systems of the post-colonial society of Botswana. Particular attention 
was given to the impacts, through Western interventions, of invented traditions and 
knowledge in the planning systems of post-colonial societies. Article II investigates the 
influence of power struggles on conservation interventions. It looks at the effect that 
conflict over meaning-making in representations of cultural heritage can have on an 
inhabited historic environment. The discussions are situated in the occupied society of 
Palestine where heritage practices are under the pressures of occupation forces and 
international interventions. This article focuses on the discursive control over heritage 
questions relating to identity and superiority. Article III investigates the discursive 
practices that work to authorize and legitimize particular heritage meanings and modes 
of conservation practices. It focuses on the social and spatial consequences of discourse 
power in the developed Western society of Sweden. Article IV investigates the role of 
civil society organizations in heritage practices in Palestine under pressure from the 
Israeli occupation and international interventions. This study focuses on the 
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transnational social spaces of heritage practices and how these spaces underline 
growing socio-political deficits in the practices.  
 
1.4. Heritage in the Thesis 
 
Heritage studies present ‘heritage’ as a contentious question. One the one hand, from 
the beginning of this research it has been difficult to shape a clear approach to heritage. 
On the other, this thesis has been enhanced by starting with an open approach that is 
responsive to the socio-political context of each case. Testing and developing the 
conception of heritage in each case has therefore become part of the research strategy.  
 
Article I presents some of the findings from a bigger study focused on a review of the 
Town and Country Planning (TCP) Act in Botswana. The analyses of the local debates 
over the planning system show that there is a clear differentiation between ‘culture’ and 
‘heritage’. Culture is understood to mean traditions, whereas heritage is used to refer to 
monuments, ruins, and uncovered historic traces. In addition, in the urban planning 
discourse, ‘traditions’ are discussed as the way of living practiced in the villages, rather 
than as something to be integrated in the policies for urban development. Heritage is 
also addressed in this discourse as a resource for tourism. These differentiations 
between culture, tradition, and heritage, as well as between rural and urban areas, 
formed a basis for choosing culture as a working term in Article I. In this article, 
culture refers to the physical (buildings and other spatial elements) and soft (lifestyle, 
traditions, and ways of living) constituents of inhabited areas. To discuss such a 
conception in relation to the planning system of Botswana was a challenge, given the 
government’s priority for infrastructure development and the little attention paid to the 
link between the physical and soft aspects of culture. However, the field research has 
generated interesting discussions with local experts and officials about how culture in 
planning can enhance integrated urban policies and respond to the loss of cultural and 
city identities. 
 
Article II streamlines the discussions around the term cultural heritage. This term was 
identified from the local debates on heritage but also its political instrumentality in 
Palestine. Current legislative documents on conservation use the term ‘antiquities’ to 
refer to heritage predating the year 1700. During the peace period (1993–2000), the 
Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities proposed a revision of the Conservation Act to the 
Palestinian Legislative Council. In this revised version ‘antiquities’ referred to all 
cultural heritage aspects that are older than 50 years. However the Act was not ratified 
by the Israeli government that, according to the Oslo Accords of 1993, controls any 
Palestinian legislative action. While the occupation power attempted to hinder the 
official Palestinian efforts to account for their past during the Mandate and Occupation 
times, the Palestinians developed a perception of cultural heritage as a tool to write a 
national story. In addition to this political dimension of cultural heritage, the term has 
been consistently used in line with UNESCO’s definition of ‘tangible’ and ‘intangible’ 
cultural heritage. Until 2003, the task of conserving the intangible aspects of cultural 
heritage had been assigned to the Ministry of Culture, while the tangible aspects had 
been assigned to the Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities (MTA). Both have since been 
centralised around the MTA. In Article II, cultural heritage is used as a working 
definition in line with local debates. It is discussed with consideration to its political 
instrumentality and its conception through a defined relationship with ‘the past’. This 
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article has therefore formed a platform to discuss the relationship between the past, 
heritage, identity, and authority. 
 
In Article III, heritage is the working term. The Swedish debates present a landscape of 
terms including heritage, cultural heritage, cultural environments, historic 
environments, cultural history, material culture and others. In Ystad, the focus has been 
on a medieval version of physical heritage, in line with the way heritage is developed in 
the AHD. The term heritage is eventually used in Article III with the ambition to 
examine, through an empirical study, whether the AHD has an influential role in the 
Swedish context. The definition of heritage as ‘a discursive field’ was tested and 
developed to unfold the different kinds of discursive practices involved in the 
legitimization of heritage interventions.  
 
In Article IV, the term culture was revisited, but situated in the actual heritage practices 
of Nablus. The intention has been to challenge practices that solely focus on physical 
heritage and conventional knowledge, overlooking local experiences. For this reason, 
particular heritage interventions have been analysed to tease out some clues to their 
social and spatial consequences.  
 
After testing the terms culture, cultural heritage, physical heritage, and heritage in the 
four articles, the term heritage was chosen for the discussions in this introductory 
monograph. It will be consistently used in the sense of a ‘cultural process’. This refers 
to the way meanings are reconstructed and redefined based on daily life experiences 
and the sense of being in historic environments with inhabited spaces. In this sense, 
physical heritage can be seen as outcomes of a cultural process that is embedded by 
discursive power struggles over meaning.  
 
1.5. Epistemological Positioning  
 
This research adopts a discursive perspective that is based on social constructionism. 
This rests on a two-fold argument. First, there is no such thing that can be called an 
essential ‘truth’ in social matters. Meanings of heritage, for example, vary among 
different social groups and are usually influenced by both historically developed power 
dynamics and external demands. Second, the dominant construction of truth depends on 
the construction of, and negotiation and struggles, between competing discourses. Hajer 
(1995: 44) gives a concise definition of discourse ‘as a specific ensemble of ideas, 
concepts, and categorizations that are produced, reproduced, and transformed in a 
particular set of practices and through which meaning is given to physical and social 
realities’. As such, discourses might be seen as social constructions. Policy discourses 
dealing with the production of meanings and knowledge must also be understood in 
relation to a context’s historically-developed power relations and dominant spatial 
realities.  
 
Within heritage practices, diverse worldviews are brought into politics, where some 
become marginalized and homogenized for the benefit of a few. Meanings of heritage 
are thus constructed through practices of inclusion and exclusion and inevitably 
attached to the spatial reality as an expression of power. It is an ambition of this thesis 
to uncover diverse forces within discursive struggles, as well as their spatial 
consequences.  
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Language is treated as a significant constituent of discursive power over meaning. 
Meanings are produced within languages, rather than reflected by language. This basic 
argument about the construction of meaning is based on the later works of Michel 
Foucault (1974; 1978; 1984) with particular attention given to the relations between 
knowledge, power, and human subjects. Foucault saw power and knowledge as 
insidiously related, because power is knowledge. But he also understood the relation 
between the two terms as games of power-rationality. Foucault (1974; 1978) also saw 
knowledge as produced by, and as the production of, discourse. The understanding that 
a discourse is the result of exclusion and inclusion practices suggests that ‘truths’ are 
produced as the result of normalizing and appropriating the exclusions and inclusions. 
Moreover, Foucault emphasized the role of social actors as being both discursively 
constructed and influential in the construction and transformation of discourse. Such 
understanding of the role of human subject was different in his earlier works, where he 
stressed that discourses are, ‘practices that systematically form the objects of which we 
speak’ (Foucault, 1974: 49; also see 1969). This was adjusted in his later ‘genealogical’ 
writings. He became concerned with the way in which discourses are shaped by social 
practices and how they in turn shape social relationships and institutions (on the 
differences between Foucault’s early and later works, see Howarth 2000:7ff).  
 
This conception of discourse, social practice, language, and power is seen in this thesis 
as an important one. Discourse is used as a form of social practices, rather than being 
narrowly focused on language. Meanings, values, power relations, and forms of 
knowledge are reproduced through the use of language. This conception of discourse 
provided a theoretical basis for understanding and analyzing the phenomenon of each 
case. It has also been used to help understand how certain interventions in heritage 
become shaped, legitimized, and appropriated, and how authority is gained and 
disseminated through heritage.   
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Chapter Two 
 

THEORY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This chapter consists of three main sections. First, ‘the social construction of heritage’ 
discusses heritage as a concept and discourse, and the conception of heritage in historic 
environments. Second, ‘heritage, authority, and legitimization’ analyses how heritage is 
involved in the production, legitimization and reinforcement of authority over spatial 
realities and daily life experiences. This is done by focusing on how the past is 
mobilised through practices of accounting for, reusing, and representing it. Finally, the 
discussion concludes with ‘authority at work’. In this section, three analytical lines, 
networks, meanings, and scales, are outlined with the intention of using them in 
Chapter 5. They are intended to uncover how site-specific interventions in the three 
cases were played out through different relationships of power on multiple spatial 
scales. 
 
2.1. The Social Construction of Heritage  
 
2.1.1. Heritage as a Concept and Discourse 
 
Current literature presents a series of different reviews and definitions of heritage, 
mirroring its complex temporal, political, societal, and spatial aspects. There are 
however common understandings that heritage is a positive thing. For Lowenthal (1998: 
94), ‘there is no such thing as a bad heritage’. According to Larkham (1995: 85), 
heritage is ‘all things to all people’. Heritage is also often promoted through an arts or 
material antiquities perspective. Anthropologists perceive heritage as ‘essentially 
semiotic’ (Greetz, 1973: 5). Internationally, heritage has recently become categorised 
into the ‘tangible’ (monuments, groups of buildings, and cultural landscapes) and the 
‘intangible’ (language, traditions, and expressions) (UNESCO, 2003; Mercer, 2002). 
Other more critical reviews of heritage suggest that heritage is inherently dissonant and 
a contested concept (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996). 
 
There is a strand running among most of these reviews within which heritage is seen as 
‘a value-laden concept, related to processes of commodification, but intrinsically 
reflective of a relationship with the past, however that “past” is perceived and defined’ 
(Harvey 2001: 327). Johnson & Thomas (1995: 170) also see heritage as, ‘virtually 
anything by which some kind of link, however tenuous or false, may be forged with the 
past’ (see also Choay 2001; Urry, 2000). Harvey’s (2001) historical analyses of 
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heritage practices in Britain viewed this as a process of ‘heritageisation’. He argues that 
these processes started in the late nineteenth century, and that this period of history was 
maintained as a reference for the valuation of social and political experiences (Harvey 
2001: 1–4). These processes are, as Smith (2006: 22) puts it, ‘not only driven by certain 
narratives about nationalism and Romantic ideals, but also a specific theme about the 
legitimacy and dominant place in national cultures of the European social and political 
elite’. Smith (2006: 17) therefore finds this particular strand to be a particular heritage 
discourse. In her thesis, ‘Uses of Heritage’, Smith (2006: 4) identified an ‘authorized 
heritage discourse’ (AHD) that primarily gives the attention to ‘things’. It ‘draws on 
and naturalizes certain narratives and cultural and social experiences – often linked to 
ideas of nation and nationhood…. It also privileges expert values and knowledge about 
the past and its material manifestations, and dominates and regulates professional 
heritage practices’ (Ibid.). 
 
What has allowed this heritage discourse to remain dominant despite the entire social 
and market changes since the nineteenth century? There have been growing demands 
since the 1960s for social inclusion, participation, and recognition of multiculturalism. 
The emergence of the European discourse on ‘creative industries’ in the 1970s also 
promoted ideas of a ‘heritage industry’, demanding that the traditional management of 
heritage allow creative economic investment while ensuring respect for heritage (see 
McCrone et al. 1995). Other challenges can be seen in the emergence of a sustainability 
discourse that has enhanced intersectorial urban policies.  
 
A closer look at the proliferations within heritage studies and other related researches 
shows how that ‘particular strand’ is likely to have been maintained by knowledge that 
is institutionalised in three different ways: legalized, objectivised, and authorized. The 
legalized institutionalisation of heritage knowledge refers to its production and re-
production of heritage ideas according to legal normativity. These ideas are also 
sustained by writing them in juridical documents and enforcing them through official 
institutions. Graham et al. (2000) argue that, ‘it is only in the last few decades that the 
word heritage has come to mean more than a legal bequest’ (see also Lowenthal 1998). 
Professional heritage practices are often guided by a legislative framework that is 
designed for the protection of certain experiences and values. When these practices are 
challenged in public politics, mainly for the demonstration of self-identity, it was 
described in impersonal language, externalized from the thoughts of the common 
citizens (Sahlins 2000: 297). 
 
Another form of heritage knowledge is institutionalised in an objectivized way. This 
refers to the tacit knowledge that is constructed and sustained among heritage 
practitioners, who work at the ‘sharp end’ to interpret, present, and conserve material 
heritage in the contemporary society. A basis for their heritage understandings is the 
Western literatures they studied in the universities; the cultural literacy of the grand 
social and national narratives that are inherent in the fabric of well-conserved 
monuments; and the different international training courses, workshops, and 
conferences. A consistent use of particular terminologies and thoughts about heritage 
become taken for granted by the practitioners as both ‘true knowledge’ and ‘the right 
way to do it’. Through these links this form of heritage knowledge is inherited from 
one generation of practitioners to another (Maffi, 2009, Abu El-Haj, 2001).  
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Heritage knowledge is also institutionalised in an authorized way. This is understood in 
the way Smith (2006) talks about the AHD. The heritage knowledge defined through 
this discourse creates enabling and constraining conditions in the minds of individuals 
(ordinary and expert) and in the spatial realities (objects and fabric) to secure public 
consent and homogenize local counter-actions. As Smith (2006: 11) argues, this 
discourse ‘validates a set of practices and performances, which populates both popular 
and expert constructions of ‘heritage’ and undermines alternative and subaltern ideas 
about ‘heritage’’.  
 
Heritage discourses and concepts seem to have developed guided by these three 
institutionalised ways of heritage knowledge. They also seem to have paved the way 
for the AHD that emerged in late nineteenth century Europe to achieve dominance at 
the universal level in the twenty-first century (Smith 2006: 17). At this end, one can 
argue that the power of the AHD has been invested in so as to ‘reduce the debates about 
heritage to specific technical issues over contemporary management and conservation 
practices … subsequently any real engagement with debates about how heritage is 
involved in the production of identity, power and authority are obscured’ (Harvey, 
2001: 320). In practice, such a reduction is likely to have social and spatial 
consequences. When it comes to the social, when heritage becomes involved in identity 
politics, those attached to non-authorized heritage may become subjugated. Giving 
particular attention to certain physical heritages may also result in spatial arrangements 
that are exclusionary in nature, with limited capacity to respond to continuous 
contextual changes.  
 
2.1.2. Historic Environments and Competing Discourses 
 
Heritage in the three cases of this thesis is discussed in inhabited historic environments 
that are embedded by diverse socio-spatial networks. Heritage studies provide a general 
conceptualisation of historic environments that seems to have been developed along the 
process of heritageisation. Among other issues, it seems that anything described as 
‘historic’ is referred to the field of archaeology, or grounded in the ‘defined past’. The 
distinctiveness of historic environments in heritage practices seems to be overlooked as 
a result. One explanation may be related to the narrow perception of history as a static 
past. Already in the 1960s, Carr’s book, What is History?, was generating critical 
discussions against this perception. A central argument is that ‘history should be seen 
as a process’ (1961: 159). History unfolds a ‘narrative of events that shouldn't be 
framed through objective relations of cause and effect’ (Ibid.). Carr also saw that 
history should not be seen as having an unchanging identity of its own, a conception 
that underlies a common view of the historic environment as a static landscape, a 
canvas of the past, on which the evidences of history can be discerned (Gibson 2009: 
71–2).  
 
These views about the historic environment mirror the conception of a ‘site’ that is 
often ‘conceived apart from the complexity of human relations’ (Beauregard 2005: 40). 
Gibson (2009) argues that the representation of historic environments in static sites 
emanates from professionals and technocrats. For her, the production of meanings is 
therefore denatured and formalized, and made compatible with the relations of 
production, state imperatives, and the order that both imply (Ibid.). Such representation 
of historic environment in static sites is also evident in UNESCO’s policy documents, 
which often refer to the ‘significance’ of particular physical heritage (Howard, 2009: 

14 
 

Heritage knowledge is also institutionalised in an authorized way. This is understood in 
the way Smith (2006) talks about the AHD. The heritage knowledge defined through 
this discourse creates enabling and constraining conditions in the minds of individuals 
(ordinary and expert) and in the spatial realities (objects and fabric) to secure public 
consent and homogenize local counter-actions. As Smith (2006: 11) argues, this 
discourse ‘validates a set of practices and performances, which populates both popular 
and expert constructions of ‘heritage’ and undermines alternative and subaltern ideas 
about ‘heritage’’.  
 
Heritage discourses and concepts seem to have developed guided by these three 
institutionalised ways of heritage knowledge. They also seem to have paved the way 
for the AHD that emerged in late nineteenth century Europe to achieve dominance at 
the universal level in the twenty-first century (Smith 2006: 17). At this end, one can 
argue that the power of the AHD has been invested in so as to ‘reduce the debates about 
heritage to specific technical issues over contemporary management and conservation 
practices … subsequently any real engagement with debates about how heritage is 
involved in the production of identity, power and authority are obscured’ (Harvey, 
2001: 320). In practice, such a reduction is likely to have social and spatial 
consequences. When it comes to the social, when heritage becomes involved in identity 
politics, those attached to non-authorized heritage may become subjugated. Giving 
particular attention to certain physical heritages may also result in spatial arrangements 
that are exclusionary in nature, with limited capacity to respond to continuous 
contextual changes.  
 
2.1.2. Historic Environments and Competing Discourses 
 
Heritage in the three cases of this thesis is discussed in inhabited historic environments 
that are embedded by diverse socio-spatial networks. Heritage studies provide a general 
conceptualisation of historic environments that seems to have been developed along the 
process of heritageisation. Among other issues, it seems that anything described as 
‘historic’ is referred to the field of archaeology, or grounded in the ‘defined past’. The 
distinctiveness of historic environments in heritage practices seems to be overlooked as 
a result. One explanation may be related to the narrow perception of history as a static 
past. Already in the 1960s, Carr’s book, What is History?, was generating critical 
discussions against this perception. A central argument is that ‘history should be seen 
as a process’ (1961: 159). History unfolds a ‘narrative of events that shouldn't be 
framed through objective relations of cause and effect’ (Ibid.). Carr also saw that 
history should not be seen as having an unchanging identity of its own, a conception 
that underlies a common view of the historic environment as a static landscape, a 
canvas of the past, on which the evidences of history can be discerned (Gibson 2009: 
71–2).  
 
These views about the historic environment mirror the conception of a ‘site’ that is 
often ‘conceived apart from the complexity of human relations’ (Beauregard 2005: 40). 
Gibson (2009) argues that the representation of historic environments in static sites 
emanates from professionals and technocrats. For her, the production of meanings is 
therefore denatured and formalized, and made compatible with the relations of 
production, state imperatives, and the order that both imply (Ibid.). Such representation 
of historic environment in static sites is also evident in UNESCO’s policy documents, 
which often refer to the ‘significance’ of particular physical heritage (Howard, 2009: 



15 
 

51). In this, ‘significance’ is used to make categories of value. When assigned to a 
place it enables it to become recognized as primarily aesthetic or historical (Gibson, 
2009: 73).  
 
The perception of historic environments evolved during the 1970s through the growing 
attentions to the social aspects of a place. The homogenized representation of a ‘site’ 
has been replaced by a deeper understanding of the actual physical components of a 
‘place’. Such ‘representation of a place emanates from human encounters in dwellings, 
churches, sidewalks, plazas, markets, and the workplaces of the city’ (Beauregard 
2005: 41-2). A similar change can be noticed in the English heritage discourse. It came 
about in response to the calls for social inclusion. This materialized in better 
recognition of the ‘diversity of settlement form, appearance and building style’ 
(English Heritage 1997). The growing social movements against all kinds of 
exclusions, and the emergence of sustainability discourse in late 1980s, have enhanced 
further changes in the perception of historic environments. One of the significant issues 
concerns the role of public participation as one way to deal with exclusionary issues 
and promote contextualized perceptions of historic environments. In this way the field 
where meanings of heritage are produced has been extended to outside official 
institutions. The inclusion of non-experts’ opinions has also fostered discussions about 
intangible aspects of heritage and daily life experiences. This has uncovered a potential 
gap between the sort of heritage environment that has been validated by conventional 
knowledge and the types of everyday heritage environment that people may value. 
With the growing discourses on sustainability and creative diversity, the meaning of 
historic environments seems to have developed along the UNESCO’s categories of 
tangible and intangible aspects of cultural heritage. Interdisciplinary scholars discuss in 
Gibson and Pendelbury (2009) how the change in the perceptions of historic 
environments is likely to provide possibilities for democratic acts of valuing historic 
environments.  
 
Despite this evolution in the meaning of the historic environment, some critical 
literatures suggest that this change remains locked in the domination framework of the 
AHD. Waterton (2010: 5) argues that the immediate response in Britain to the growing 
demands of multiculturalism becoming an official policy has been a move away from 
the vilified subjectivities and connotations caught up with the term ‘heritage’, towards 
what is presumed to be the more objective – and therefore more inclusive – term, ‘the 
historic environment’. For Waterton, (2010: 5) the inclusion of the historic environment 
in the AHD was meant to re-market heritage as a social practice relevant to those 
groups crudely defined as ‘the excluded’. Others argue that the change has not been 
significant, because the perception of historic environments as a ‘site’ still dominates 
its conception as ‘place’ (Howard, 2009). Gibson and Pendelbury (2009) also argue 
that the perception of the historic environment is yet constrained by approaching 
heritage as ‘being sedentary’, overlooking the lived experiences of a place. It seems 
that what is identified as valuable heritage since the nineteenth century has not 
changed. But the excluded groups are now invited to give opinion about what is 
identified as heritage, and there also seems to be a margin for flexibility to include new 
values relating to intangible aspects of heritage.  
 
The idea that heritage and the historic environment have been locked in frameworks of 
discursive dominant ideologies is important in this thesis. It will be further discussed in 
the following two sections to uncover how such ideologies embrace ambitions for 
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authority making, and what consequences this might generate for the distinctiveness of 
historic environments.  
 
2.2. Heritage, Authority, and Legitimization  
 
Following on from Harvey’s heritageisation and Smith’s AHD, heritage is enmeshed 
by discursive power struggles over meaning. Central in this struggle is the way that the 
past is mobilized through frameworks of ideological domination to gain authority over 
identity politics and the making of a society. Harvey (2001: 48) argues that  
  

knowledge of the past should be seen as a political resource, and that the 
control and interpretation of a particular version of the past is related to 
power differentiation and the legitimization of authority. 

 
A number of scholars also criticize academic research that overlooks how the past is 
mobilized to fit heritage in with notions of identity and regimes of social organization 
(Waterton 2010; Smith 2006; Harvey 2000; Dirks 1990). 
 
2.2.1. Mobilizing the Past  
 
This section presents theoretical analyses of ‘mobilising the past’. It focuses on 
accounting for, reusing, and representing the past as discursive practices invested in as 
tools to dominate the production of heritage meaning. These analyses shall help to 
unlock the concept of heritage from the boundaries of heritageisation and thus 
understand how the reduction of heritage interpretations and uses often happen within 
the domination frameworks of the AHD.  
 
Accounting for the past  
 
The past is accounted for through the writing of records that are often used in the 
construction of historic narratives of a place. Harvey (2001) sees these records as often 
underlain by a particular version of the past, whereas Hobsbawm (1983) finds them to 
be ‘invented traditions’, shaping and reshaping people’s relationship with their past. 
Some records focus on, or start from, an arbitrary date, person, or event. For Harvey 
(2001: 320), the past should be explored by ‘producing a context-rich account of 
heritage as a process or a human condition rather than as a single movement or personal 
project’. Once accounts of the past become written and accepted, they develop into 
dominant forms of heritage knowledge, leading to the sanctioning and subjugation of 
folk memories. Harvey (2000: 54) provides an example in his analyses of 
hagiographical accounts. These accounts ‘were constructed and deployed in a specific 
historic context and therefore reflect an implicit sustenance of power and authority 
through a privileged and particular view of the past’. Samuel (1994) is also concerned 
about how collective memories are constructed in relation to the way the past is 
understood and negotiated in British society. He argues that ‘history should engage 
with memory and abandon the “fetishization of archives” and manuscripts and 
reconsider the nature and scope of the history discipline’ (1994: 269: cited in Smith 
2006: 62). Smith (2006) also illustrates how accounts about the cultural and political 
experiences of the upper-middle and ruling classes of the nineteenth century have been 
sustained in heritage practices through the AHD. For her, the continuity of this 
discourse embraces the insurrection of subjugated knowledges and periods of history. 
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In the words of Foucault (1977: 81-2), those regarded as ‘beneath the required levels of 
cognition and scientificity’ have been ‘buried and disguised’ and ‘disqualified and 
marginalized’ by the discourse power in a functional coherence or formal 
systematization. 
 
The discussions about collective memory in Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) highlight 
how ‘invented’ traditions are used by ruling classes to shape collective memories and 
establish social order. Hobsbawm (1983: 1f) defines invented traditions as ‘a set of 
practices … [that] are responses to novel situations which take the form of reference to 
old situations, or which establish their own past by quasi-obligatory repetition’. He 
argues that invented traditions have significant social consequences because they are 
invested in to establish or symbolize collective identities, to legitimize institutions and 
social hierarchies, and to socialize people into particular social contexts (Hobsbawm 
1983: 9).  
 
The works presented in Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) do not give sufficient attention 
to why invented traditions are involved in subjugation and sanctioning (Misztal 2003). 
What is interesting to highlight is the way that invented traditions may work to 
indirectly transmit authority over daily life experiences. As Harvey (2000: 54: original 
emphasis) argues, invented traditions are ‘not of historical fact but of a sanctioned 
version of history that was used to legitimize contemporary authority’. 
 
Archaeological studies are also often used in modern political contexts to negotiate 
national and ethnic identities, as well as demonstrate authority and superiority (Maffi 
2009). After colonial powers leave their colonies, accounts about the past are often 
constructed to emphasize their own superiority and to keep the formerly colonized 
dependent on them (Ibid.). The past is rewritten to enforce a new cultural system that 
enables the colonial power to reach their former subjects from a distance. These 
accounts enfold intentional reinterpretations of events and legends that are based on, 
and placed in relation to, historical facts. In the ‘Holy Land’, the writers of the Gospels 
tried to fortify their collective memories of events in the life of Jesus by connecting 
them with locations that were already meaningful in the Jewish religious tradition of 
the Old Testament (Halbwachs 1992/1925: 213–219). ‘Going through the accounts of 
Judeo-Christians, of crusaders, and of foreign Christian believers, Halbwachs shows 
that these observers, on their visits to the Holy Land, imposed what was in their own 
eyes on the land they thought they were only describing’ (Ibid.: 27). Having these 
accounts sustained embraces an expression of power of that period of the past in 
present societies. The very act of imposing the observations as facts is also an 
expression of power over the utility of history and heritage in challenging and 
contesting meanings and identities. 
 
Reusing the past 
 
Practices of reusing the past are often invested in to mobilize the past and to relate 
heritage continuously to peoples’ contemporary aspirations, but within particular 
limitations enforced by domination ideologies. New views on, and uses of, what is 
strictly perceived as valuable heritage are thus allowed. Reusing the past can be seen in 
the reuses of historic buildings and sites for tourism and for business investment, the 
reuses of archaeology to make scientific arguments legitimize certain interventions in 
heritage, and the reuses of the past for the maintenance of institutional organizations. 
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Scholars in critical heritage studies see such reuses of the past as sustaining both a 
social order and systems of authority (Waterton 2010; Harvey 2001; Jonker 1995).  
 
After a long history of functional, class, and political closure, historic buildings are 
increasingly being opened for commercial use. Medieval cities such as Carcassonne in 
France, or Bruges in Belgium, are also being promoted for tourism. These reuses can be 
seen as part of economic activities. In this sense these cities, as Graham (2002: 1007) 
puts it, ‘may be regarded simultaneously as either successful and profitable providers of 
satisfying heritage experiences, or little more than stage-sets for mock medieval 
displays and tawdry souvenir shops that demonstrate the primacy of economic 
exchange’. They may also be interpreted as sustaining what was defined as heritage in 
the nineteenth century. Harvey (2001: 324), for instance, sees this change as a response 
to the worries that heritage, as a burgeoning leisure industry, may somehow lose a 
popularity contest with other leisure forms. ‘The continuity and reuse of pre-existing 
structures reflects more than simply institutional inertia and is related to a strategy that 
was based upon contemporary notions of heritage’. Stories and the material heritage of, 
for instance, the upper-middle and ruling classes of the nineteenth century are slightly 
adjusted as a compromise to create cultural capital that could be used as an instrument 
of power. For other scholars, this change is seen as an outcome of the discourse of 
‘creative industries’ (Skarin 2011: 340). Ideas of creative economy knowledge have 
been promoted in the traditional modes of heritage management as enablers for 
innovative modes of heritage governance.  
 
Mobilizing the past can also involve reuse of building material or objects from earlier 
periods, for the imitation of ancient monuments and for the revival of traditions. 
Patterns of past monuments are for instance integrated in contemporary architectural 
design. In some cases this can be interpreted as the deliberate attempts of political elites 
concerned with inventing ‘fictitious genealogies’ and establishing an imagined long-
term continuity of their power (Jonker 1995). For Chapman (1997), later generations 
may reuse monuments to give them political meanings, and thus to appropriate their 
conservation as part of the many historical cultures in which they played various social 
and political roles. For Holtorf (1998), such reuses are appropriations of the past in 
order to legitimatize concrete political or ideological interests of different kinds.  
 
Reuses of the past also have a significant role in the continuity of institutional structure 
and practices. Newer systems of organization are often proposed in association with 
reuses of the past as a rational response to societal changes and new demands. For 
Harvey (2000: 54), these systems might eventually rest upon older ones, with the 
intention of using the vital importance of ‘reinventing’ these older systems for the 
purpose of maintaining claims to authority. This kind of articulation and re-articulation 
of existing frameworks and practices reveals the system of organization itself to be a 
‘heritage’ (Smith 2006). It embraces active support and nourishment of ideas of 
heritage and a revered ‘history’ that is responsible for elements of continuity that are 
seen in the records and that are inexorably linked to the maintenance of structures of 
organization. 
 
Representing the past  
 
Representing the past refers to the construction of the past in spatial realities, the 
meanings placed upon them, and their sustenance through particular forms of 
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knowledge in policy discourses and documents. Rather than merely spatial practices, 
representation embraces an expression of power and is associated with social and 
spatial consequences (Ashworth et al 2007; Graham 2002; Hall 1997). As Harvey 
(1996: 212) puts it, ‘representations not only arise from social practices, they also 
“work back” as regulations on those forms of practice’. The process of representation is 
therefore, as Ashworth et al. (2007: 3) argue, a very selective project in which material 
artefacts, mythologies, memories, and traditions become a resource for the present.  
  
The protection of monuments has been used in many countries to produce national 
identities and to construct national stories that represent collective experiences. In this, 
heritage is often seen as a symbolic representation of identity. According to Smith 
(2006: 18), monuments are ‘managed for the edification of the public, and as physical 
representations of national identity’. The different sub-identities of a society are in this 
sense merged together, using physical heritage to unite them under one representation. 
Driscoll (1988) sees such representation as not only a particular reification of the past, 
but also as control over the ‘symbolic system’ of heritage. Before the era of the nation-
state, the primary allegiance of most people was to their immediate locality or religious 
group. For some scholars, the rise of common ethnicity, political heritage, and history 
has been a main factor in drawing people together in nationalist movements. Others see 
it as a factor for generating cultural and ethnic dominations and civil conflicts in many 
countries.  
 
Another example of the construction of spatial realities as part of the representation of 
the past is the enforcement of specific patterns of architecture to dominate the general 
appearance of the built environment. Boholm (1997), for instance, investigates the way 
aspects of Roman heritage in the medieval period helped to transform the city of Rome 
from a decaying backwater into the foremost Christian metropolis. Over several 
centuries, non-Christian remains came to be placed within an overtly Christian story. 
Specific heritage stories were mapped onto the cityscape and acted to represent 
significant sites and landmarks through the subtle re-interpretation of existing popular 
memories (Harvey 2001: 331–2). Ringer (1998) and Urry (1990; 2002) discuss how 
such representation has consequences for both the expression and consumption of 
meaning. For Ringer (1998: 6, 8), the landscape of tourism is articulated and made 
visible through the expression of the emotional attachments held by both its residents 
and visitors, as well as the means by which it is imagined, produced, contested, and 
enforced. These experiences are discussed in Urry’s The Tourist Gaze (1990; 2002), 
where he unfolds various socially-constructed gazes in relation to both touristic 
landscapes and their inhabitants. 
 
Moreover, policy language and knowledge forms are used to legitimize and to sustain 
particular representation of the past. This can be seen in the uses of particular concepts 
and images as part of the language and vocabulary that frame heritage discourses. One 
example can be extended from the previous discussions by Waterton (2010: 5) on how 
the ‘historic environment’ was used to sustain the AHD in the United Kingdom in the 
face of calls for multiculturalism and social inclusion. The continuity of what is defined 
as valuable heritage through the AHD was thus appropriated by the introduction of the 
new terminologies. The following sub-section presents further discussions on how 
language has been a significant factor in sustaining the AHD and promoting it into the 
UHD.  
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2.2.2. Universalizing the Past 
 
Smith (2006: 18) argues that what we today identify as heritage emerged within the 
‘context of the developing narrative of nationalism and of a universalizing modernity’. 
She highlights how values associated with the ‘sense of the new Modern Europe’ were 
established through the foundation of museums, the conservation of monuments, and 
the enactment of legislation for the protection of monumental heritage. These values 
were also promoted during the colonial period, when European powers imposed these 
values in their colonies through ‘modernization’ programs. These values have also been 
transferred to other countries after World War II through the discourses of the peace 
movement, international development, and ‘economic prospects through globalization’ 
(Harvey 2009; White, 2006). The establishment of the United Nations, as well as the 
emergence of a global political system defined by universal agreements and 
conventions, has formed a platform for the transfer of Western (European and 
American) values of heritage to the different parts of the world. Non-state actors, such 
as non-governmental organizations, have also become important agents in international 
development and societal modernization.  
 
Practices of mobilising the past have therefore evolved within the broad scales of 
heritage politics. The values that dominate the AHD have evolved and become 
promoted in a new discourse called the ‘universalized heritage discourse’ (UHD). The 
rationale behind the emergence of this discourse is the protection of global heritage 
(more in Smith 2006: 17ff). Its authority is institutionalised and disseminated through 
UN organizations and other international development agencies. Among these are the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the 
International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), International Centre for the 
Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM), and the 
International Council of Museums (ICOM), in addition to other international 
development organizations such as the World Bank and the European Heritage 
Network. These agencies target heritage within particular localities. However, the 
multiple levels of relationships that underline operational and administrative spaces of 
these agencies reveal their impacts at different spatial scales. Their authority on the 
ground is gained through a series of universal conventions and agreements signed by 
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The period of The Hague Convention (1954) was marked by worldwide political 
instabilities, which underlined the need for, and legitimized the creation of, an 
international power to protect global heritage. The Venice Charter (1964) came to 
clarify a set of principles for defining what should be protected and how. This charter 
referred to heritage as a ‘historic monument’, including ‘not only single architectural 
work but also the urban or rural setting in which is found the evidence of a particular 
civilization, a significant development or a historic event’ (Venice, 1964). This broad 
definition and these principles were also later been used as a reference point for the 
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development of a number of other conservation documents treating different ‘heritage 
scales’ across the globe, in accordance with the UHD. It is stated in the Venice Charter 
that,  
 

the historic monuments of generations of people remain to the present day 
as living witnesses of their age-old traditions. People are becoming more 
and more conscious of the unity of human values and regard ancient 
monuments as a common heritage. The common responsibility to safeguard 
them for future generations is recognized. It is our duty to hand them on in 
the full richness of their authenticity. 

 
The emphasis on ‘common heritage’ within the international context of the Charter 
reveals how valuable heritage has aspects of universality. The same quote also assigns 
the protection of these monuments to the agents of the UHD. Each agency also has a 
specific assignment. As stated in Ahmed (2006: 294),  
 

to “define their bearings” (as described by the Reporter of the Constitutive 
Assembly Meeting 1965) and to avoid overlapping of expertise between 
ICOMOS and ICOM, it was made clear in Article 3c that archaeological 
collections, all movable cultural properties as part of museum collections, 
and open air museums were excluded from these definitions. This was to 
respect the expertise of ICOM and to differentiate between those who 
should be responsible for “architectural heritage” and those who concern 
themselves with “museum collections”. 

 
To facilitate the assignments of the UHD’s agents, the Venice Charter raised concerns 
about the inscription of its principles in national heritage policies, such that there would 
be no hindrances in streamlining the global with the national-local. It is stated in its 
preamble that,  
 

the principles guiding the preservation and restoration of ancient buildings 
should be agreed and laid down on an international basis, with each country 
being responsible for applying the plan within the framework of its own 
culture and traditions. 

 
The streamlined task and principles of heritage practices were strengthened in 1972 
through the declaration of the WCNH. Historic significance was assigned to 
monuments, groups of buildings, and sites in different part of the worlds when qualified 
as being of outstanding universal value (Article 1:1). Some scholars criticised this 
declaration. Londres Fonseca (2002: 9), for instance, argues that this convention was 
‘Eurocentric, restrictive and excluding’ (see also Bennett, 2004). For her, it focused on 
specific monuments, landscapes, and sites that represent universal values, rather than 
linking them with the domestic cultural manifestations that inform people’s identities. 
Such critiques encouraged more contextually-situated initiatives. For example, the 
Burra Charter (1981), which was originally drafted in 1979 by Australia ICOMOS, 
outlines the management of Australian heritage. Heritage in the Burra Charter refers to 
all types of places of cultural significance, including natural, indigenous, and historic 
places of cultural value. It also focuses on ‘place’, rather than monuments and sites. 
Although this Charter was specific to the context of Australia, it was adopted 
internationally (Waterton, Smith and Campbell 2006: 340). Accordingly, new historic 
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places have been included in a list of outstanding universal value, broadening the scope 
of global heritage. Growing debates over saving the environment and the call for social 
inclusion have broadened perspectives on heritage. In 1984, the Appleton Charter put 
more attention on the built environment. The issue of ‘place’ in the Burra Charter was 
therefore replaced by the ‘built environment’. With this change, heritage was defined as 
‘any element of the built environment, inseparable from the history to which it bears 
witness, and forms the setting in which it occurs’ (ICOMOS 1983: 5). Individual 
heritage objects and places were accordingly given wider spatial representation.  
 
Despite these changes, focus has been maintained on the ‘tangibility’ of heritage. The 
critiques which emerged in the 1970s against the ignorance of the culture of non-
monumental societies therefore returned, calling for the consideration of the intangible 
heritage of traditional communities in developing countries (Smeets 2004: 39). In 
response, UNESCO published a report, ‘Our Creative Diversity’, in 1995. It introduced 
to the UHD new terminologies, such as ‘rights’, ‘diversity’, ‘communities’ and 
‘pluralism’. The ‘our’ determiner of the report’s title suggested a rethinking of 
international development through building cultural insights from global society into 
the broader and multiple scales of heritage strategies. The UNESCO report seems to 
evoke distinguished groups such as the Brandt Commission, the South Commission, the 
World Commission on Environment and Development, and the Commission on Global 
Governance (UNESCO, 1997). On the basis of this report, a new international 
framework for working with heritage was developed through the UNESCO Universal 
Declaration on ‘Creative Diversity’ (2001). Accordingly, heritage practices evolved in 
new spatial scales, producing broader cultural representations. This ranges from a sub-
culture in a locality, to others in sub-national and transnational levels. As UNESCO 
suggests, ‘all’ sub-cultures (ethnic groups and nations) have equal rights to represent, 
access, and identify themselves within global heritage. To give further attention to the 
non-monumental societies, the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural 
Heritage was declared in 2003, followed by the Faro Convention in 2005.  
 
The discussions above show how discursive power struggles have transformed the 
language and knowledge that form the AHD during the second half of twenty-first 
century. Competing discourses, including local initiatives, have been absorbed by the 
AHD, paving the way for the emergence of the UHD. This has resulted in new power-
authority configurations where the relations between the global and local have become 
formless. The aforementioned international agencies and global agreements on heritage 
conservation have also been a given legitimate role in local politics. The states that 
endorsed these agreements may not feel legally obliged to follow them; however, under 
the pressures of a combined ‘authority’ and ‘knowledge’, they may become guided by 
the UHD, and accordingly identify and protect ‘world heritage properties’ located in 
their lands. While this discourse is likely to spread awareness about the value of 
protecting ‘heritage’, the discursive distribution of the outstanding universal values 
seems to condition local heritage practices. As Starn (2002: 2) argues, the power of the 
universally produced heritage legislation and documents should be seen as ‘the 
canonical text of modern’ heritage practices. For Smith (2006), the UHD ‘acts to 
constitute the way we think, talk, and write about heritage. Its authority is transmitted 
in daily life practices, in the association of heritage with people and place identities, in 
conservation practices, and in heritage representations within city branding and tourism 
industry’. Waterton (2010) finds a number of problems in the 2003 Convention. She 
refers to the difficulties it creates for the identification of specific spokespersons for 
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particular aspects of heritage, selection processes and determining ownership, as well 
as noting concerns about the transmutability of intangible heritage (Waterton 2010: 67). 
 
This historic narrative of the UHD reveals heritage politics as an arena where different 
actors and power relations are involved on multiple levels of political influence. This 
narrative does not reveal just local and global processes, but also other spatial and 
power scales between the local-global that are deeply implicated in the micro politics of 
heritage. It is true that global heritage processes shape local actions and socio-spatial 
interactions. But there is also a significant role for these local actions in the making of 
systems of authority that are influential on different spatial scales.     
 
2.3. Authority at Work  
 
Having seen how heritage and the historic environment have developed within theory 
and practice, and locked in dominating ideologies for the making of authority, two 
arguments may be made. First, the socio-spatial interactions in a place form a basis for 
social agents to attach symbolic meanings to their spatial realities and thus construct the 
distinctiveness of that place. Second, these interactions may take place in a specific 
geographic area but are also played out at multiple spatial scales from the local to the 
global. One further question is the way that these interactions perpetually transform 
through empowering-disempowering mechanisms, producing nested sets of spatial 
scales that define the arena of struggle where conflicts over heritage are mediated and 
regulated. 
 
To respond to these questions, an analytical approach is developed from Jensen and 
Richardson’s (2004) linking of the ‘cultural sociology of space’ with ‘politics of scale’. 
This assists with an understanding of how meanings are constructed through socio-
spatial relations (Alexander 2003: 5; Jensen and Richardson 2004; Sayer 2000). As 
Jensen and Richardson (2004: 10) put it, the cultural sociology of space ‘hinges on the 
dialectical relations between material practices and the symbolic meanings that social 
agents attach to their spatial environment’. The heterogeneous forms of these relations 
are constituted by and constituting the distinctiveness of a place. This perception is 
developed further by referring to Urry’s (2000: 140) conception of place, 
     

as a set of spaces where ranges of relational networks and flows coalesce, 
interconnect and fragment. Any such place can be viewed as the particular 
nexus between, on the one hand, propinquity characterized by intensely 
thick co-present interaction, and on the other hand, fast flowing webs and 
networks stretched corporeally, virtually and imaginatively across distances. 
These propinquities and extensive networks come together to enable 
performances in, and of, particular places. 

 
From this definition, ‘co-presence’ and ‘networks’ can be used to explain how a place 
is embedded by different scales of socio-spatial mechanisms that make the 
distinctiveness of a historic environment. They are also looked at through their material, 
social and discursive space to understand how they evolve considering their temporal 
and spatial dimensions. From here the issue of scale becomes important. Swengedouw 
(1997: 140) defines scale as  
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neither an ontologically given and a priori definable geographical territory 
nor a politically neutral discursive strategy in the construction of narratives. 
Scale, both in its metaphorical use and material construction, is highly fluid 
and dynamic, and both processes and effects can easily move from scale to 
scale and affect different people in different ways, depending on the scale at 
which the process operates. Similarly different scalar narratives indicate 
different causal moments and highlight different power geometries in 
explaining such events. Scale is, consequently, not socially or politically 
neutral, but embodies and expresses power relationships. 

 
This link between the socio-spatial relations and scale is well developed through the 
‘politics of scale’ (Swyngedouw 1997; Low 1997; Jensen and Richardson 2004). It 
suggests that scaling means framing, and framing is the main tool in shaping agendas 
and thereby setting up the arena for potential decisions (Jensen and Richardson 2004: 
46). Heritage at different scales should be understood in relational terms. This refers to 
looking at the struggles over meaning through the different relationships of power and 
interactions at multiple spatial scales. The scale within which daily heritage 
experiences and professional practices evolve is framed by the historic narrative of a 
place. For example, an individual monument in that place can be situated in historic 
and cultural networks that communicate it with other places and civilizations. The scale 
thus becomes the arena and moment, both discursively and materially, where socio-
spatial power relations are contested and compromises are negotiated and regulated. 
‘Heritage scale’ can therefore be seen as the process and outcome of socio-spatial 
struggles at multiple levels of political influence.  
 
In short, the following three analytical lines will be used in the discussion chapter to 
illustrate how authority can be understood in conflict over heritage and how it is put at 
work in historic environments:  
 

1. Through the relational networks of a place that connect the different social 
groups of that place among each other and with their spaces of heritage. 

2. Through the dissonant space of heritage.  
3. Though the multiples spatial scales of political influence.  

 
Networks  
 
The first analytical line begins from the understanding that in historic environments 
there are diverse socio-political and cultural networks. These networks group people 
based on shared beliefs, religion, interests, political causes, social class, businesses, and 
so on. Through such networks, groups and individuals interact among each other and 
with their spatial realities. In his conception of urban spaces, Harvey (1991: 46ff) 
argues that urban areas involve ‘diverse networks of social interactions’, ‘language 
games’, ‘monetary circulation’, ‘commercial networks’, ‘networks of spatial elements’, 
and other kinds of diverse telecommunication networks. As a result, community 
networks cannot remain localized, but rather must spill over and become part of 
constructing a more universal set of values and changes. This idea is in line with the 
previous discussion about scale in terms of how domestic socio-spatial interactions are 
intertwined with global processes shaping systems of power. 
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Thrift (2003) sees the diverse interactions of a space as a constituent element of its 
nature as ‘performative space’. He (2003: 2022–3) argues that  
 

spaces can be stabilised in such a way that they act like political utterances, 
guiding subjects to particular conclusions. But, as a counterpoint, the fabric 
of space is so multifarious that there are always holes and tears in which 
new forms of expression can come into being. Space is therefore 
constitutive in the strongest possible sense and it is not a misuse of the term 
to call it performative, as its many components continually act back, 
drawing on a range of different aesthetics as they do so. 
 

From this argument it is vital to highlight the idea that spatial realities and 
networks of a space can ‘work back’ and thus restructure power relations. This 
suggests that networks of a space should be looked at as embedded by nodes, 
where constellations of power are either formed as a source of power or 
subjugated so as to kill any possible resistance. These nodes can be a discourse, a 
monument, a public square, an event, a political alliance, and so on. In addition, 
these nodes are not necessarily located in a defined geography. They can be 
formed through coalitions communicated through discourses on different spatial 
scales. 
 
In historic environments such networks might expand through cultural and historic 
relations developed. The different narratives of a historic environment (or any 
particular event or physical heritage) work to shape the spatial scales of these networks 
in addition to the extent of competing social expressions and the discordant array of 
identifications and conflicts. If a historic environment enfolds several layers of 
civilization, like Jerusalem in Palestine, multiple spaces of conflicts over heritage might 
consequently develop, guided by complex spatialities whose significance is socially 
produced. Narratives of the medieval heritage of northern Europe show how domestic 
socio-spatial relations in towns like Ystad in Sweden, Carcassonne in France, and 
Bruges in Belgium are played out on spatial scales that swing between individuals and 
transnational regions.  
 
How the past of a particular historic environment is accounted for in narratives can 
therefore play an important role in placing heritage in a particular scale according to 
which networks are reshaped and reconstituted. Constructing such narratives and 
streamlining them is an expression of power. The ability to shape the networks of 
heritage spaces is also an important means of augmenting social power.  
 
Meanings  
 
The second analytical line concerns the ‘dissonant space of heritage’. This refers to the 
inevitable diverse interpretations of heritage that produce discordance or lack of 
agreement and consistency (Ashworth et al. 2007: 36–7). The discussions of heritage 
are often ‘about common values, common purpose and common interests’ (Ashworth et 
al. 2007: 71). However, tensions usually develop between ‘us’ and ‘them’ in terms of 
class, race, ethnicity, gender, spatiality, superiority, and political hierarchy. Competing 
ambitions may use spatial elements, language, symbols and images to construct 
dominant forms of heritage knowledge and shape the making of historic environments.  
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Lefebvre (1991: 41–52) illustrates how spaces are produced through threefold-
dialectical relations between spatial practices, representational space, and 
representations of space. Spatial practices represent a perceived space that is material, 
socially produced, and empirically verified. Representational space refers to the lived 
space. It is the space of everyday life that overlays its physical spaces, making 
symbolic and imaginative use of its objects. Finally, representation of space is 
understood as the conceived space, constituted by Euclidean geometry, diagrams, and 
maps. Lefebvre (1991: 398) saw that representational spaces are usually absorbed by 
representations of spaces that ultimately inform the spatial practices. In a relative sense, 
conceived spaces are likely to dictate the actual production of space. This space, as he 
(1991: 38–39) defines it, is  
 

the space of scientists, planners, urbanists, technocratic subdividers and 
social engineers, as of a certain type of artist with a scientific bent – all of 
whom identify what is lived and what is perceived with what is conceived. 

 
This definition is mirrored in the way the AHD has been developed with a focus on 
monumental heritage, expertise knowledge, and the experiences of the elite social 
classes. It also explains how experts are increasingly seen as stewards of the past. The 
conceived space seems to have underlined heritage practices, dictating the dissonant 
space of heritage. Experts’ identifications of what counts as valuable heritage are 
legitimized through conventional knowledge that dominates the discursive constructs of 
the AHD. As Jensen and Richardson (2004: 45) argue, ‘a discursive representation of 
space prescribes a domain of “meaningful” actions and thus finally provides a 
regulatory power mechanism for the selection of appropriate and meaningful utterances 
and actions’. Narratives of nationalism, for instance, often use archaeological studies as 
a basis for the construction of conventional arguments and the conservation of certain 
monuments as representative of a common identity. In many countries, the 
identification of such monuments has been a very selective project enmeshed with 
power domination (Kane 2003). Moreover, one aspect of the AHD’s obfuscation of, 
and attempts to exclude, competing discourses is the way it constructs heritage as 
something that is engaged with passively (Smith 2006: 31). For Smith, the way heritage 
is defined in the AHD is not an active process or experience, and heritage users are not 
invited to engage with it more actively (Ibid.). In this sense, the residents and visitors 
are given defined meaning of heritage and educated about it. The meanings they 
construct about their heritage are thus not regarded as inputs in heritage practices. The 
conceived space serves to alienate a range of social and cultural experiences.   
 
In this sense, discursive power can be understood as a part of those political ideologies 
designed to reduce diverse subject positions to manifestations of a single position. This 
means that the plurality of differences is either reduced or rejected as contingent. The 
effects of representations of spaces in this way, as Ashworth et al. argue (2007: 8), 
involve assimilation, according to which the question of difference is obliterated, with 
concepts, ideas, tropes or even sub-cultures being absorbed by another (Johnston et al., 
2000). Assimilation has direct impacts on ‘how the space is lived in and even 
materially sensed’ (Harvey 2009: 142–3). From here, the idea that heritage meanings 
are interpreted through diverse views within the networks of historic environments 
becomes significant. It suggests analysing how conflicts over meaning become 
homogenized and subjugated ‘through discourses and strategies of inclusion and 
exclusion … [and how this affects] the diverse webs of socio-spatial interactions and 
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power relations in particular spaces’ (Flyvbjerg and Richardson 1998: 9–10). This 
analysis requires unfolding the diverse meanings of heritage and situating their 
competitions over heritage in the different scales.  
 
Scales 
 
In this third analytical line of authority-heritage relations, networks of historic 
environments and meanings of heritage are linked to issues of ‘scale’. The extent of 
struggle over meaning is scaled up or scaled down following the practices of mobilising 
the past. For instance, the aforementioned narratives of a particular physical heritage 
can take different scales unfolding dissimilar causal moments and highlight different 
power geometries to explain the value of heritage. Scale may therefore embody and 
express different power relationships (Swyngedouw 1997). Its link with the discursive 
space of heritage makes heritage scales perpetually reproduced, contested, and 
restructured in terms of their extent, content, relative value, and interrelations, 
following the evolution of socio-spatial mechanisms of historic environments. Heritage 
scales are therefore never fixed.  
 
Heritage practices can be seen as ‘grounded’ in the sense that they regulate control over 
and access to the construction of meaning. But they also extend over a certain 
material/social/discursive space, framing a continuously changing heritage scale. On 
this basis, one can understand the scaling of everyday heritage experiences as 
‘expressed in bodily, community, urban, regional, national, supranational, and global 
configurations whose content and relations are fluid, contested, and perpetually 
transgressed’ (Smith 1993). For example, the present struggle over whether the scale of 
World Heritage site regulation within the collective representation of the UN member 
states should be national, regional, or global indicates how particular geographical 
scales are perpetually contested and transformed. Daily life in such a site may develop 
into regulated behavior following the administrative procedures enforced by UNESCO. 
This, combined with the consistent employment of professional heritage practices, may 
reshape the systems of authority to new scales defined by the new narrative framing of 
that site.  
 
Understanding heritage practices through issues of scale challenges the narrow 
perceptions of heritage as only physical or situated in a place with defined boundaries. 
It also dismisses the obsession with ‘the local’ as either geographically defined or 
globally processed. Apparently, there have been attempts to link ‘the local’ and ‘the 
global’ in imaginative ways; but, as Swyngedouw (1997: 143) argues, most of them 
‘meander skilfully around the issue of scale and maintain the preeminent position of a 
bipolar (local-global) spatial perspective to account for socio-spatial restructuring 
processes’. Other scholars have argued that space is an integral element in the 
constitution of everyday life and its associated social processes or, put differently, 
everyday life is constituted in and through temporal-spatial social relations (Lefebvre 
1991; Harvey 1996). For Swyngedouw (1997: 144), such perspectives raise confusion 
‘out of mapping the ontological importance of space in constructing social theory onto 
a particular and historically specific, that is, socially produced, material and 
metaphorical configuration of scale (the social, the regional, the global and so on)’.         
 
The employment of scale in heritage is therefore significant in unfolding the diverse 
power relationships that shape socio-spatial mechanisms. It is also needed to uncover 
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the field where mechanisms of control and domination over heritage are constructed, 
and coalition, cooperation, and competition find a fragile standoff. As Jensen and 
Richardson (2004: 10) argue, ‘power struggles at multiple spatial scales give shape to a 
contested field of spatial practice’. This discussion becomes evident when referring to 
transnational development agencies and NGOs that work through transnational spaces 
with international funds. Working with heritage through foreign agendas raises 
questions, such as what scale is shaped by the power relationships involved in such 
works, how the implemented heritage works to reshape the power games of heritage 
practices by excluding some and including others, and to what extent the new 
narratives of heritage would restructure heritage scale. Moreover, the previous 
discussion on the UHD showed how particular knowledge of the codes and images of 
universal heritage are likely to become used by many societies to organize their 
institutions, build their lives, and decode their behavior. This knowledge may become 
not only institutionalized in official heritage documents but also situated in the minds 
of individuals and groups shaping people’s behavior. It is therefore possible that 
heritage-authority relations are diffused in the multiple scales of heritage.  
 
Thus, the analyses of heritage practices cannot start from the local or the global. 
Instead, the focus is on the mechanisms of scale transformation and transgression 
through social conflict and struggle. In this sense, the analyses begin by looking at a 
series of socio-spatial processes that changes the importance and role of certain 
geographical scales, re-asserts the importance of others, and sometimes creates entirely 
new significant scales (Swyngedouw 1997: 143–5). The analyses also include the focus 
on the struggles between individuals and social groups through whose actions scales 
and their nested articulations become produced as temporary standoffs in a perpetual 
transformative socio-spatial power struggle. The interpretations and articulations of 
particular heritage scales can be conceptualised and reconstructed as the result of the 
dynamics of socio-spatial relations of a historic environment or those associated with a 
particular intervention.  
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Chapter Three 
 

METHODOLOGY  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This chapter starts by explaining the research strategy behind the selection of the cases 
and the appreciation of their phenomena. This is followed by presentation of the 
conduct, understanding, and analyses of the three cases. Finally, this chapter ends by 
illustrating how the field research was carried out, in terms of methods used to 
construct the empirical data and the main materials chosen as sources for inputs.  
 
3.1. Research Strategy 
 
This research is based on a ‘multiple case study’ (Stake 1995: 16ff). It allows for 
constructing rich empirical data allowing for greater possibilities to test and develop 
theories as well as appreciating the uniqueness and complexity of the phenomena. 
Three cases – Botswana, Palestine, and Sweden (Figure 1) – have been investigated.  
 

 
 
Figure 1. The location of the cases on a physical map of the world.  
Source: Composed by the author from Wikipedia 
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Each represents a specific socio-political context and embraces particular research 
problem relating to the conflict over meaning in heritage, to the involvement of 
authority in such conflict, and to the social and spatial implications of heritage 
practices. The three cases had not been chosen at the beginning of this research. As 
explained in the introduction, my interest in heritage departed from my experiences in 
Palestine. However, the pilot study of the HCN in June–July 20061 opened discussions 
on how conflict over the production of heritage in an occupied society is distinct and 
not unilateral. It became an important idea to test conflicts over heritage in other 
contexts.  
 
The case of Shoshong village and Sowa town in Botswana was chosen after a regional 
seminar at the University of Botswana in September 2006. In a session on the review of 
Botswana’s Town and Country Planning Act, I asked the presenter about how the 
review was taking local values into consideration. The presenter responded that ‘little 
attention was given to the issue of culture’. This made me wonder about the virtue of 
the review, considering that it was initiated after debates on the vanishing identity of 
local urban centres. From there, the phenomena of this case in this research evolved. I 
wanted to understand how meanings of heritage are constructed in a post-colonial 
society, and their social and spatial consequences. During the field research, from May 
to September 2007, I found that Sowa town had been planned by foreign planners as an 
initiative to protect heritage in Botswana. I wanted to know more about the planning 
process and the cultural approach. Since Sowa was planned based on Tswana values 
(the dominant culture in Botswana), I studied the Tswana village of Shoshong. The 
findings from the two studies formed a basis for a review of the Act. Article I mainly 
presents the findings from Shoshong and Sowa. The article also presents some findings 
from the review, but most of the findings were presented in a seminar hosted by the 
National Museum of Botswana in August 2007.  
 
Returning to the HCN in 2008, the next case unfolds how heritage practices in an 
occupied society are under pressures from occupation forces, local resistance, and 
international interventions. The field research in July to August 2008 generated 
discussions about geo-political discursive struggles over identity, superiority, and 
authority in the context of the ‘Holy Land’ of Palestine. These discussions were also 
linked to the production of the AHD and the UHD. The findings from these field 
researches are reported in Article II. The significant role of international interventions 
uncovered in the heritage politics of Botswana was taken into consideration in the 
Palestine case. In July 2009 and June 2010, the field research focused on the role of 
civil society organisations and international funding agencies in the production of 
dominant heritage discourses in Palestine. Two specific case studies in the HCN were 
selected for in-depth analyses: Sahet Al-Qaryon (Qaryon Square) and Al-Masjid Al-
Kabir (The Grand Mosque). The findings from these two specific case studies are 
reported in Article IV.   
 
In March 2009, a pilot study was carried out in Ystad, Sweden, as the third case. The 
field research was carried out during August to September 2010. There were three 
reasons to choose this site. First, it expands the discussion on conflict over heritage to a 
case where there is no distinct involvement of colonial power in heritage practices. In 

                                                 
1 A pilot study was conducted to test preliminary research question and formulate a study plan. This PhD 
research project officially started in March 2007. 
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the two other cases the international interventions were distinct, due to their specific 
development context. It was also important to test in a developed Western society the 
extent to which, and in what forms if any, heritage practices are influenced by external 
demands. Second, the literature reviews in the course of this research and the findings 
from the two other cases engaged ideas relating to Smith’s AHD and Harvey’s 
heritageisation. Since the AHD is embedded by values associated with the ‘sense of the 
new Modern Europe’ and Western forms of heritage knowledge, the choice of Sweden 
was relevant. Moreover, Ystad in particularly was chosen over three other Swedish 
areas. It represents a situation where the medieval period of history has been authorized 
over the experiences of prehistoric and contemporary times and given a significant role 
in decisions about the future of the town and society. Ystad is also widely known as a 
well-preserved medieval town. This particular issue makes Ystad a quite significant site 
for testing the meaning of ‘well-preserved’ and the way that conflict over meaning is 
treated in the face of the AHD. Three specific interventions in Ystad were chosen for 
in-depth analyses. The findings are reported in Article III. 
 
With the phenomena of these three different cases in mind, several questions underlay 
the construction of a research strategy and the design of this thesis. How can one 
understand and investigate these phenomena? What could constitute evidence of the 
hypothesis of each case? And how might theories and methodological perspectives be 
put into practicing this research?  
 
Looking at the three cases through these questions made their conduct productive and 
context-sensitive. To ease the challenge of carrying out multiple cases with different 
socio-political contexts, a sufficient margin of flexibility was maintained in the design 
of this research, in the way methods were chosen, the formulation of research 
questions, and the selection of literatures. In the same time, a “progressive” approach 
was adopted to frame a systematic research strategy based on ‘testing and learning’. As 
will be explained further in the following section, the idea has been to put different 
interpretive approaches into practicing this research.  
 
While each case equally contributes to this research, the three were not 
characteristically compared in terms of similarities and differences. Instead, the 
research fields were intended to understand the phenomena by unfolding the different 
local stories and experiencing the cultural environment of each case. My sources of 
data included interviews, observations, and written materials. This technique was found 
relevant to appreciating the uniqueness of each case, to constructing rich empirical 
findings, to allowing for in-depth analyses, and to producing petite generalization.  
 
3.2. The Cases: Conduct and Analyses  
 
This section illustrates the general discursive approach that has been used to understand 
and analyse the three cases. Specific methods and techniques used for the conduct of 
the cases are also presented in the articles.   
 
3.2.1. Understanding the Cases  
 
Each case has been studied by unfolding the discourses, stories, narratives, and 
storylines which reflect the worldviews of different groups and individuals. I tried to 
explore how different social practices are linked with discourses, and consequently 
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shape the social and spatial realities. The roles, attitudes, and reactions of the 
interviewees in relation to particular events were all of interest. It was also important to 
understand how one might unfold ‘authentic’ stories during interviews, and the role of 
the interviewee and researcher. In Botswana and Sweden, I was often perceived as a 
‘stranger’, a foreigner with little local knowledge. The identity of the interviewee 
perhaps was also associated with the ‘otherness’ of my identity. This means that the 
identity of the interviewee may be was challenged by my identity as an outsider 
interviewing the locals with explicitly local knowledge. While this challenge made 
some interviewees feel proud to tell about their culture and knowledge, it passively 
affected the narratives of some stories.   
 
In the Shoshong and Sowa case, interviewees who labelled me a ‘stranger’ sometimes 
intentionally attempted to present the meanings of culture as something old and for the 
elderly. They wanted to show me that they themselves had become ‘modern’. Others 
showed their pride at relating their culture to the stranger. To mitigate these effects, I 
conducted the interviews with two local surveyors. While one surveyor carried on the 
conversations, the other sat beside me, ready in case I needed to ask a question. In this 
way, I never imposed myself directly upon the interviewee, who was therefore able to 
engage the interview more naturally and comfortably.  

 
In some situations there were difficulties with the translation. For example, an 
interviewee was asked about the particular use of patlelo, the open semi-public spaces 
shared by a ward’s households. Instead of the surveyors relaying the exact story, which 
may have unfolded the space hierarchies and relations, they limited themselves to an 
abstract answer. This issue was compensated for with a survey combining specific and 
open-ended questions. In Shoshong, many people were poorly educated, elderly, or 
unfamiliar with such surveys. Therefore, one of the surveyors visited the interviewees 
at home to complete the surveys. This method was also used in Sowa, although the 
residents there were better educated. However, their long working hours often made it 
difficult for them to complete the surveys. All responses were translated by the 
surveyors into English. Some Tswana words are not easy to express in English; 
therefore, we discussed the transcribed responses during the field research and even 
during the analyses.  
 
In another issue related to my status as a ‘stranger’, some interviewees tended to adopt 
an attitude of ‘informing’ me, rather than speaking naturally. This raised a paradoxical 
issue whether to give hints and streamline the conversation style during the interviews 
or to let them proceed on. This required the surveyors and me to focus closely on the 
formulation of questions.  
 
In the HCN, I was perceived as both an ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’. The ability to speak 
Arabic, my knowledge about the local situation, my family name, and accompaniment 
by a local person presented me as an insider. However, some interviewees still 
associated all unfamiliar people seeking formal interviews about their experiences 
under the occupation with NGOs and Western agencies, as in their experience that has 
generally been the case. In such a situation, they would highlight the impacts of the 
occupation on their houses, assuming that I would be able to offer material support. 
Clarifying the purely academic nature of my research sometimes helped to avoid such 
situations.  
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Moreover, realizing that I had knowledge of the HCN influenced the interviewees’ self-
confidence. I therefore tended to present my knowledge humbly, encouraging them to 
be the authority on the topic and their living spaces. For example, I often asked them 
about their opinions on an issue, or encouraged them to expand on topics that were 
important to them. This helped to make their stories reflective of their personal 
identities.  
 
The title of ‘stranger’ continued on to Ystad. My fragile grasp of the Swedish language 
was helpful but it would have been better if a local with the Skåne accent had 
accompanied me. Some interviewees tended to give short answers, reducing the 
possibility to expand on their views about heritage. Others told stories with strong 
emotions, giving superficial indications about their perception of heritage. In some 
situations, their stories remained constrained to certain periods of history, such as the 
conservation movement that started in 1875. It was difficult to avoid this, as I had 
limited time and resources to interview local people with the assistance of a local 
surveyor. Article III therefore present a limited account of the local stories. Instead, I 
relied on Facebook social groups and the Municipality’s public forum. 
 
Conducting interviews with experts at their workplaces allowed for easy access to 
explanatory materials, such as maps, reports, and pictures. The interviews that took 
place in the working sites were interactive, as the stories were supported by 
descriptions of spatial elements and social practices. For example, I interviewed the 
director of the Cultural Heritage Enrichment Centre NGO in different areas within the 
HCN, and interviewed a representative of the Ystads Fornminnesförening (Ystad 
Ancient Monument Association) while walking different streets in Ystad.  
 
3.2.2. Analysing the Cases  
 
The discursive analyses of the cases followed Foucault’s genealogical discourse and the 
way Smith (2006) and Harvey (2001) link discursive practices with heritage. During 
the field research I tried to identify the dominant discourses that work as ‘systems of 
thoughts composed of ideas, attitudes, courses of action, beliefs and practices that 
systematically construct the subjects and the worlds of which they speak’ (Foucault 
1972). Social and spatial practices were regarded as part of, and subject of, discourses. 
Particular official interventions were analysed in each case to examine how discursive 
practices play a role in shaping and legitimizing them. The analyses of the micro power 
mechanisms relating to each intervention were also situated in different spatial scales 
with reference to ‘politics of scale’ (Swyngedouw, 2005).  
 
Following the testing and learning strategy, the discursive analyses were carried out, 
based on a particular combination of discourses, stories, narratives, and storylines. My 
understanding of discourse is broader than that of the others. This was developed from 
Jensen (2007: 218) who argues that narratives are ‘smaller, meaning giving entities 
within stories that are themselves then nested within discourse’. I also borrowed 
Czarniawska’s (2004) definition of narrative: ‘spoken or written text giving an account 
of … series of events/actions chronologically connected’. When these series are linked 
together with logical structure within a particular setting, the narrative would then 
become a meaningful whole (Jensen 2007). In this way, ‘narratives are turned into 
stories by means of emplotment’ (Jensen 2007 219). Narratives are employed in 
shaping interventions. As Beauregard (2005: 54) puts it, stakeholders can ‘substitute a 
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professional narrative for a multitude of shared histories, collective remembrances, and 
personal experiences. Unwieldy stories about the place are suppressed and replaced by 
more actionable understandings’. In Article III, I further tested the discursive-spatiality 
relation by borrowing Hajer’s (1995) perception of the role of storyline in operating the 
effects of discourse. For Hajer (1995: 63), a storyline fulfills an essential role in the 
clustering of knowledge. Several actors can from different discursive arenas 
communicate their interests into spatial realities.  
 
Figure 2 shows how these combinations have been used in each article. As shown in 
the same figure, the intertwined relations between these combinations are likely to form 
the discursive context of heritage practices. They work within this context to shape and 
appropriate interventions in heritage.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Explaining the discursive analyses employed in each article. 
 
 
Article I follows a broad approach to discursive analyses. Diverse worldviews about 
spatial realities are analysed by linking them to domestic stories, and referring them 
back to dominant discourses and institutional practices. The analyses are 
comprehensive and resulted in significant findings that go beyond the specific context 
of Shoshong and Sowa. They have also given clues to the social and spatial 
consequences of post-colonial development in developing countries. The concept of 
story here focuses on those told by ordinary people, rather than established stories that 
guide planning and professional heritage practices. Article II gives attention to both 
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these types of stories. More specific for the discursive analyses in this article is the role 
of narrative in shaping interventions in heritage. To unfold the narrative framing, I 
focused on the role of language in meaning-making, and relations to link different 
cultures, periods of history and spatialities. The results opened discussions about 
questions relating to geopolitics and competitions over superiority in the holy land. In 
Article III, I give more attention to the relation between discursive practices and spatial 
practices. To avoid the rigidity of narrative, I used storylines as a basis for discursive 
analyses. Although this approach was demanding, it helped to give better illustrations 
on the role of actor-coalition and interaction between competing discourses. It also 
helped to explain how discourses are transformed by social agents. Article IV revisits 
the approach of Article I. However the concept of story in discursive analyses is 
developed using the discursive elements language, relations, and practices.  
 
3.3. Field Research: Methods and Materials 
 
The main methods used in the field research included face-to-face interviews, direct 
observations, and careful reading of written texts. The interviews were conducted with 
different representatives of local communities, civil society organisations, 
representatives from the public sector, and international development and funding 
agencies. The number of interviews, selection of interviewees, and sources of 
information has slightly varied among the cases (see Table 1), depending on the 
contextual differences and the information needed to understand the phenomena. 
Collecting information from different sources helped to involve different views. 
Moreover, comparing these views with reference to their sources explained how power-
knowledge relations make certain ‘forms of knowledge’ and ‘realities’ dominant, and 
how certain themes and ideas become institutionalized in heritage policy discourses and 
documents.   
 
The collected data from the three cases was in Setswana, English, Arabic, and Swedish. 
The interviews and observations were finally transcribed and documented in English. It 
was challenge along the process of interpretations and transcription to find suitable 
equivalents in English for terms in the other three languages. At some stage this process 
seemed to have engaged a new level of discursive influence on the evolution of this 
research. This issue was given attention such that the interpretations did not develop 
around accumulated linguistic errors in the analyses.  
 
The size of the collected data was huge, given the amount of field research in the three 
cases. To ease the data processing and to give the strategy of testing and learning a 
solid analytical basis, most empirical data was categorised as follows:  
 

1. Events/actions that frame repeated stories. 
2. Relations between different events/actions/actors.  
3. Oft-repeated metaphors, expressions, beliefs, signs and symbols.  
4. Main discursive themes, concepts, vocabularies. 
5. Socio-political networks and spatial relations. 

 
The rest of this section explains how the interviews, observations, and reading of texts 
have been carried out in the three cases.  
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3.3.1. Interviews 
 
The interviews followed a conversation-like style, rather than a question-answer mode. 
However, certain themes were often used in all interviews to generally guide the 
conversation.  
 
 
Table 1. Interviews conducted in each case. 

  Residents Officials Politicians Academics Experts*** Businesses Resistance
Botswana         
-  Unstructured* 39 14 6 4 3 0 NA 
-  Semi-structured 77 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Palestine        
- Unstructured* 100** 36 9 14 22 21 10 
- With 2 groups  26 & 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sweden        
- Unstructured* 23 10 2 1 3 1 NA 

* Followed specific themes with a sufficient margin of flexibility. 
**Covers all field researches. Over 45 interviews with shopkeepers and residents, 2-7 persons (neighbors 
or customers) in each interview joined the conversations out of curiosity, to complain, or for updates.  
*** Including representatives of NGOs, as most of those interviewed are experts in their field. 
 
 
With ordinary people  
 
The interviews during the pilot study of 
the HCN (see Article II, Table 1) focused 
on coalitions of actors, and specific 
concepts used in heritage practices. It was 
vital at that time to identify target groups 
for the main field research. Identifying 
these groups was facilitated by the local 
collaborators, the Cultural Heritage 
Enrichment Centre (an NGO) and 
representatives from the Architectural 
Department, An-Najah National 
University (until 2009). These groups 
included members of the public, visitors, 
and shopkeepers, as well as 
representatives of mosques, neighbourhood committees, political factions, main 
businesses, and main attraction spots such as Turkish baths and olive-oil soap factories. 
Some interviewees represented multiple views, because they lived and worked in the 
HCN and were politically active.  
 
Meeting the interviewees in 2006 was not easy because of the political situation. The 
inhabitants hesitated to talk with unfamiliar people as they were also busy recovering 
from the incursions. It was also not easy to establish trust so that they would freely 
describe their experiences. They feared that these stories would leak to the Israelis. 
Meeting them through a key local person facilitated the field research. After 
introductions were made to a number of interviewees, interviews were continued 
through ‘snowball sampling’ (Heckathorn 2002) by asking them to introduce other 
persons who could respond to the questions. 

 

 
Figure 3. A quick conversation with a 
resident in the HCN. 
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The interviews considered age, gender, and 
relation to the HCN. Elderly people were 
rich source of stories about changes in 
heritage meanings. The middle-aged 
helped to understand the value of the city 
for raising families. Youths helped to 
understand how heritage is valued in times 
of rapid urbanisation and modernisation. 
Some of the interviewees of 2008 were 
revisited in 2009, to test the findings from 
previous interviews and to discuss each 
other opinions. In 2010, the interviews 
focused on the interventions in Al-Kabir 
Mosque and Qaryon Square.  
 
In Shoshong, the study started through a kgotla (public forum, see Figure 5) meeting. 
This meeting formed a platform to meet and schedule interviews with several 
inhabitants. Some interviewees were also chosen through the assistance of the village 
chief and Land Board, and others through snowballing (see Article I). Residents 
sharing a public space were prioritized because of the value of such spaces in Tswana 
culture for social, economic, and political activities. Other selection criteria included 
those who had lived longest in the village, were politically active, inhabited traditional 
Tswana huts, and ran a business from home.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5. A kgotla meeting in Shoshong. 
 
 
In Sowa, the same strategy was followed. However, the kgotla meeting was cancelled 
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With Experts and Politicians  
 
Interviews with experts and politicians helped to uncover the dominant systems of 
meanings and the constellations of power that influence heritage practices at different 
levels. They gave hints on how domestic experiences become produced, re-produced, 
and homogenized, influenced by policy discourses and documents. The intention has 
been to compare the findings from these interviews with the findings from official 
documents (reports, plans, maps, and policy texts) and reports written by 
representatives of civil society organisations. Other comparisons were also intended 
with the findings from the interviews with the inhabitants and observations from field 
research.  
 
The interviewee selection considered those directly involved or aware of the context 
and the topic of the research, as well as the specific interventions selected in each case. 
Local collaborators helped with selecting and contacting the interviewees. Most 
interviews were scheduled through email and telephone communication. The subject 
and purpose of the interview was often explained beforehand, but the questions were 
only sent in advance if the interviewee requested them. I was concerned with avoiding 
responses prepared from well-established thoughts.  
 
In Botswana, some interviewees were selected through the University of Botswana and 
the National Museum. Others were discovered during the investigations and 
snowballing (see Article I, Table 1). In Shoshong, the questions focused on perceptions 
of heritage, and how the master development plan and the ongoing urbanization take 
local values and daily experiences into consideration. In Sowa, the interviews focused 
on the extent to which Sowa Township Authority was aware that Sowa was initially 
planned based on Tswana culture. After Sowa, other interviews were conducted with 
actors who were involved in, or aware of, the review of the Town and Country 
Planning Act. 
 
In the HCN, interviews during the pilot study were intended to introduce the research to 
the experts and politicians, to understanding the actors involved in heritage practices, 
and to get perspectives on the impacts of occupation on heritage. The interviews in 
2008 and 2009 focused on questions relating to conservation strategies and the change 
in the heritage discourses in Palestine. In 2010, the interviews asked these questions in 
relation to the two cases of Qaryon Square and Al-Kabir Mosque (see Article IV).  

 
In the Ystad case, heritage practices are mainly controlled by the Municipality, County 
Council, and the National Heritage Board. Interviews were carried out with civil 
servants and politicians from the Municipality, the relevant actors chosen after 
analysing the political and administrative structure. Other interviews were also 
conducted with politicians from the District Council and Regional Scania (Skåne) 
Council, and representatives of civil society organizations (such as Ystads 
Fornminnesförening). Most interviews were carried out face-to-face, except one with 
the County Antiquarian of Skåne Region that was conducted by phone. 
 
With resistance groups in the HCN 
 
Resistance groups were interviewed in the Palestine case. The term ‘resistance group’ 
here refers to persons grouped on the basis of association to a political faction, 
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volunteers gathered from different places to stop incursions by the IDF in a specific 
place, or residents of a place directly affected by the incursions and who therefore 
decided to counteract. So activities of ‘resistance’ are those against the incursions, 
rather than those strategically planned against the occupation forces. The difficult 
political situation in 2006 made the resistance groups avoid contact with foreigners and 
didn’t allow for interviewing; however, some were met in 2008 through a local 
resident. Most of their stories reflected dramatic experiences, with consistent mention 
of their families, friends, and neighbours who had been killed (‘martyred’ in the local 
perception) during the incursions. While these stories brought significant issues relating 
to heritage in the Intifada periods, it was difficult to get their views on heritage during 
the peace period. This was particularly relevant for Article II, which focuses on two 
specific periods, of ‘peace’ and the ‘Second Intifada’.  
  
3.3.2. Observations 
 
Methods of observation were employed to enrich the description of the specific 
phenomena of each case with different sources of information (Stake 1995). They were 
guided by a combination of ‘inductive’ and ‘deductive’ approaches. While the latter 
suggests creating certain derivative themes, concepts, and codes from theories, the 
former relies on the empirical findings.  
 
The field researches started with general themes for the observations, and then 
developed into main and sub-themes. While the observations ‘ranged in their 
versatility’ (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias 1996: 207), the chosen themes helped 
to systemise them. In the three cases, the observations included three main types: 
 

• Spatial: variations in terms of private-public and intensity of space use. 
• Nonverbal: emotional expressions during the interviews. 
• Relational: interactions at different spatial scales among different individuals 

and groups and with their built environments.   
 
The spatial observations in the case of Shoshong and Sowa, for instance, helped to 
understand how people structured the physical space around them. These included their 
motion and activities across the different hierarchical spaces (private-public), and 
frequency of space uses. For example, some people gathered in one of the public spaces 
of Sowa for a picnic. That space was large, but the people gathered under a tree located 
on the sidewalk separating the space from the street. This observation uncovered 
uncomfortable feelings in the uses of that public space. It raised doubts about the 
relations that inhabitants have with their public spaces and how the officials perceive 
their cultural value. Another example is related to privacy in the use of public spaces in 
the HCN. The invasion of the houses by Israeli soldiers turned the private into non-
private. Privacy in indoor spaces is related to traditions and to religion, and after their 
privacy was destroyed some residents were obliged to protect these things through 
resistance to the occupation. Others decided to search for privacy in new residences 
outside the HCN.  
 
The nonverbal observations in the HCN uncovered how the stories told by the 
interviewed inhabitants were engrossed by memories from the incursions in 2002. 
Some could not express their relations with, and the meaning of, their living spaces 
beyond these memories. It was relevant to observe the way they expressed their 
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emotions when responding to questions relating to meanings beyond the incursions. For 
example, before an incursion people would respond to questions relating to the uses of 
public spaces in high spirits, telling stories about social gathering, cultural activities, 
and celebrations. The extent of content they expressed on their faces was indicative of 
the extent to which they appreciated these spaces and other physical heritage elements. 
A distinct difference was often apparent when the question was asked after an 
incursion. People gave narratives with a rich account about the destruction and killing, 
even if the question was specifically about the peace period. What’s more, these 
accounts were not limited to memories of the period of incursion; the memories were 
often grounded in the long history of occupation.  
 
In Ystad, one interviewee showed anger when asked about the extent to which the 
municipality takes people opinions into consideration. Her verbal response did not tally 
with the emotional expressions on her face. When asked about the anger in her face, 
she described the growing domination of the private sector and the decrease in 
transparent communication between politicians and residents. These issues enlightened 
the questions directed to the politicians and civil servants.   
 
The relational observations during the field research showed how people relate to each 
other on individual and group levels, as well as how they interact with their built 
environments. It was obvious in Shoshong how these relations form part of political 
life, especially when observing how people used the different spaces based on the 
variations from private to public (see Article I). Other examples can be seen in the 
HCN, where people related to each other based on shared social, economic, cultural, 
and political values. Some of them also developed specific relations with places where 
members of their family, friends, or neighbours had been ‘martyred’ during the 
incursions. The relational type can also be situated in different spatial scales. 
Foreigners visiting the HCN were, for instance, associated by the residents with NGOs 
and Western funding agencies.   
 
3.3.3. Written materials 
   
Policy, legislation, and planning documents  
 
In Palestine, official heritage practices were administered by the civil administration of 
the occupation power until 1995. After that some tasks were transferred to Ministry of 
Tourism and Antiquities and the Ministry of Culture. In both situations, heritage 
practices in the Palestinian Territories were limited to ‘antiquities’ older than 1700. The 
occupation power rejected the PA’s request in 1996 to revise the conservation 
legislative documents. Physical heritages that are earlier than 1700 are managed by the 
municipalities. This enforced legal constraint on heritage practices influenced the 
selection of written documents for analyses. In the HCN the fact that there is no clear 
conservation program or policy suggested a review of non-endorsed documents such as 
the temporary Palestinian Law for Conservation (1996). In addition, many kinds of 
official policy documents, reports, and newsletters were also selected (see Articles II 
and IV).  
 
In Botswana, planning and conservation practices are shared between the central and 
district governments. They are centralised around the Ministry of Lands and Housing 
and supervised by four main central institutions – the District Administration, the 
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Tribal Administration, the District and Town Councils, and the Land Board. The 
official and legislative documents are different from those of the Palestinian case. More 
attention was given to the planning documents, such as The Master Plans of Sowa 
2003–2009 and Shoshong (2005), Town and Country Planning Act (1976), National 
Policy on Culture (2001), and others (see Article I). It is therefore possible that some 
legal and official aspects of heritage practices have been not taken on board for 
analyses. This is because heritage conservation strategies mainly focus on ‘sites’ and 
‘monuments’, such as the Monument Strategy (2008).  
 
In Sweden, it was easier to locate the official and legislative documents that guide 
heritage policy documents and discourses. At the municipality level, I analysed the 
Preservation Program (2005), the Master Plan (2005), and other related documents. At 
the national level, I analysed the Heritage Conservation Act (1988) and the 
Environmental Code (1999). 
 
Media materials  
 
In the course of the discursive analyses of policy making and planning practices, I 
included media materials published by official institutions, NGOs, and different private 
media organizations, such as newspapers, brochures, and newsletters. For example, I 
studied a few issues of the Botswana Gazette, the Newsletters of the Municipality of 
Nablus and Ystad Allehanda newspaper. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Examples of media sources from the three cases. 
 
Media sources sometimes present issues that are often not talked about in well-
formulated official documents. For this reason, I have used media materials when 
putting sub-questions to the interviewees. Connecting spheres of debates has in this 
sense helped to generate critical discussions with interviewees regarding heritage 
questions that are presented to the public as non-problematic. 
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Chapter Four 
 

ARTICLES SUMMARIZED 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This chapter outlines the specific aims, arguments and conclusions of each article 
(complete copies of the four articles are presented after the bibliography). These 
outlines are also summarised in Table 2 to set up a platform for the discussion in the 
following chapter.  
 
Article I Culture and Planning for Change and Continuity in Botswana. 
  
The aim of this article is to examine how culture might be integrated in planning by 
critically rethinking the role of planners and knowledge in the planning systems of 
post-colonial contexts. Botswana has inherited and retained the planning system of its 
former colonial power, and imported other foreign planning models during the post-
colonial period. It is argued that this has happened without sufficient attention given to 
their contextual relevance. Western experts (planners, architects, and civil engineers) 
and technology (planning tools, legislations, and development toolkits) have become 
prevalent, to ensure the replication of institutions and techniques proven successful in 
modernizing the industrialized world. Culture was conceptualized in this article as 
interlinked physical and soft constituents of inhabited areas. The planning process has 
also been discussed in the view of ‘integrated conservation’ to understand how local 
knowledges are communicated with expertise and the role of the planners. 
 
The findings reveal dramatic socio-cultural changes in Tswana built environments, 
increasingly produced and re-produced through instruments designed in and for a 
foreign context. Current built environments in Sowa and other areas represent spaces 
produced (or repeated) from a Westernized system of meanings and values. Their 
specific spatial fabrics continuously transmit effects to the daily life practices and the 
cultural identity of place and people. Such effects are likely to work as conditions for 
raising a public tendency to confront post-colonial domination, not only over urban 
development and planning but also over evolution of lifestyle and cultural identities. 
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Article II Conservation Under Occupation: Conflictual powers and meanings in 
the Historic City of Nablus.  

 
The aim of this article is to investigate the influence of power struggles on conservation 
interventions. It looks at the effect that conflict over meaning-making in representations 
of cultural heritage can have on an inhabited historic environment. It is argued that 
cultural heritage in Palestine is, and has always been, engulfed by diverse sociopolitical 
struggles for identity and superiority, and that the ongoing Israeli military occupation of 
the land claimed by the Palestinians for their state has profoundly affected 
representations of cultural heritage, particularly in historic city areas. An analytical 
framework was developed to uncover the heritage and narrative dimensions involved in 
rationalizing representation of heritage as part of conservation interventions. The 
analyses were conducted in the Historic City of Nablus, and consider periods of peace 
and the Second Intifada.  
 
The main conclusions are that heritage practices in occupied societies are not only 
influenced by direct violence, but are also enmeshed by discursive struggles over 
identity and superiority. Heritage is particularly linked with narratives that shape 
appropriate interventions based on relations to culture, history, and spatiality.  
 
Article III Legitimation of Interventions in Historic City Areas: The case of the well-

preserved Ystad. 
 
The aim of this article is to investigate the discursive practices that make particular 
heritage meanings and modes of conservation practices dominant and legitimate in 
inhabited historic city areas. Two arguments are made: first, the struggles and 
competitions between groups with differing ambitions continually engulf the meanings 
of heritage; second, particular heritage meanings become dominant and authorized at 
the expense of others, producing social and spatial consequences that are often 
overlooked. These two arguments have been tested in Ystad, which is known as a 
‘well-preserved’ medieval town. Heritage is defined as a ‘discursive field’ where 
different ambitions struggle to possess authority over the historic development of 
heritage, the production of heritage meanings, and the cultural and place identities.  
 
The main conclusions are that heritage practices have been dominated by an authorized 
heritage discourse, similar to that identified in Smith (2006). The power of this 
discourse has maintained the definition of heritage as medieval past. Ystad has become 
‘well-preserved’ because the medieval parts have not been allowed to change. 
However, ‘well-preserved’ refers to its well protected materiality rather than to heritage 
practices that give sensitive attention to local cultural qualities.   
 
Article IV The Signifying System of Heritage: The case of the Historic City of 

Nablus. 
 
The aim of this article is to investigate the role of civil society organizations in heritage 
practices in Palestine, where conservation is under pressure from the Israeli occupation 
and international interventions. It considers that current approaches to heritage 
practices embrace socio-political deficits because physical heritage is often regarded as 
‘the signifier’ for what should be counted as valuable heritage, how it should be 
conserved, and for what purpose. Physical heritage is conceptualised as outcomes of 
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representations of cultural heritage, particularly in historic city areas. An analytical 
framework was developed to uncover the heritage and narrative dimensions involved in 
rationalizing representation of heritage as part of conservation interventions. The 
analyses were conducted in the Historic City of Nablus, and consider periods of peace 
and the Second Intifada.  
 
The main conclusions are that heritage practices in occupied societies are not only 
influenced by direct violence, but are also enmeshed by discursive struggles over 
identity and superiority. Heritage is particularly linked with narratives that shape 
appropriate interventions based on relations to culture, history, and spatiality.  
 
Article III Legitimation of Interventions in Historic City Areas: The case of the well-

preserved Ystad. 
 
The aim of this article is to investigate the discursive practices that make particular 
heritage meanings and modes of conservation practices dominant and legitimate in 
inhabited historic city areas. Two arguments are made: first, the struggles and 
competitions between groups with differing ambitions continually engulf the meanings 
of heritage; second, particular heritage meanings become dominant and authorized at 
the expense of others, producing social and spatial consequences that are often 
overlooked. These two arguments have been tested in Ystad, which is known as a 
‘well-preserved’ medieval town. Heritage is defined as a ‘discursive field’ where 
different ambitions struggle to possess authority over the historic development of 
heritage, the production of heritage meanings, and the cultural and place identities.  
 
The main conclusions are that heritage practices have been dominated by an authorized 
heritage discourse, similar to that identified in Smith (2006). The power of this 
discourse has maintained the definition of heritage as medieval past. Ystad has become 
‘well-preserved’ because the medieval parts have not been allowed to change. 
However, ‘well-preserved’ refers to its well protected materiality rather than to heritage 
practices that give sensitive attention to local cultural qualities.   
 
Article IV The Signifying System of Heritage: The case of the Historic City of 

Nablus. 
 
The aim of this article is to investigate the role of civil society organizations in heritage 
practices in Palestine, where conservation is under pressure from the Israeli occupation 
and international interventions. It considers that current approaches to heritage 
practices embrace socio-political deficits because physical heritage is often regarded as 
‘the signifier’ for what should be counted as valuable heritage, how it should be 
conserved, and for what purpose. Physical heritage is conceptualised as outcomes of 
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cultural processes, backed by Williams’ conception of culture as a ‘realized signifying 
system’ (Williams 1981: 207 ff) in order to reverse these approaches and consider the 
civil society organisations as the ‘signifier’. These organisations are understood to be 
social groups whose members have formed themselves on the basis of common 
interests – belief, experience, or other socio-political factors – rather than at the 
instigation of well-structured organizations.  
 
The article concludes that these approaches in the context of an occupied society 
embrace socio-political deficits. It was also found that heritage in Palestine is integrated 
into resistance activities, targeted by occupation forces, performed by locally-
authorized international actors, and dominated by Western narratives of the ‘Holy 
Land’. These issues unfolded involvements of heritage in conflicts over identity, 
history, and authority.  
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5.  
Chapter Five 
 

DISCUSSION  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Following on from Harvey’s ‘heritageisation’, Smith’s AHD and the growing UHD, 
this chapter discusses authority over and through heritage in the discursive field of 
heritage, where meanings are constructed and interventions are played out. It starts by 
highlighting different perspectives on ‘conflicts over heritage’ drawing on the 
theoretical analyses presented in Chapter 2 and the empirical findings present in the 
four articles. It ends with ‘authority in the discursive field of heritage’ where the three 
analytical lines, networks, dissonance and scale (section 2.3) are used to understand 
authority in conflict over heritage and the ways it is put at work in historic 
environments.  
 
5.1. Conflicts over Heritage  
 
Many authors discuss how heritage in urban policies is involved in conflicts over 
conservation, museumification, gentrification and even reconstruction of individual 
physical heritage and the complete replacement of built environment. They also 
illustrate how such conflicts may escalate when specific site-interventions involve 
heritage in issues relating to the identification of people and the construction of 
(collective) identities. These discussions have recently been extended in critical 
heritage studies to highlight how conflicts over heritage are often underpinned by the 
way heritage, as a concept and field, has since the nineteenth century been strictly 
circumscribed (Smith 2006; Harvey 2001; Hardy 1988). This refers to how heritage 
that embraces diverse interpretation, based on key variables, such as class, gender, 
ethnicity, and locality, is locked into wider frameworks of dominant ideologies.  
 
The growing calls for social inclusion and multiculturalism since the 1970s encouraged 
professional heritage practices to adapt inclusive modes of governance, within which 
competing views can be communicated to build consensus and ‘just’ representation. 
While these approaches helped to resolve conflicts among different views and take 
local knowledge into consideration, they have failed to unlock the concept of heritage 
from the discursive framework of domination. Ideas and artefacts that are part of a 
particular version of the past are still portrayed as having universal value, and thus 
dictate the valuation and conservation of heritage. These approaches have also failed to 
address the social process of negotiating site-specific interventions in their social, 
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cultural and political contexts. Often, these interventions are steered by interpretations 
of the concepts of collective identities, nationalism and patriotism. Questions about 
how site-specific interventions challenge identity, meaning, and sense of place, as well 
as what can be counted as valuable heritage and how to conserve it, are still left 
somewhat hanging.  
 
This thesis has been engaged in discussions about the discursive dimensions of such 
conflicts within which the past has been mobilized to situate the concept and discourse 
of heritage in wider frameworks of dominant ideologies. A number of site-specific 
interventions in the three cases have been analysed from their social, cultural, and 
political contexts, and from the dominant heritage discourses. The rest of this section 
discusses some findings from these analyses in relation to the aforementioned 
dimensions.  
 
Heritage and a defined past 
 
Heritage is consistently linked to a past that is perceived and defined (Harvey 2001). 
Heritage practices focus on the present uses and interpretations of the defined past, 
while heritage has been fitted in with notions of identity, and how regimes of social 
organization have been largely over-looked. So, what was defined as heritage in the 
nineteenth century is still often guiding and legitimizing professional heritage practices 
despite the continuous societal changes. A central issue in this static meaning of 
heritage rests on how practices of accounting for, reusing, and representing the past 
continuously re-project one specific version of the past over others (see section 2.2.1).  
 
In Article III, the discussion focused on how heritage practices in Ystad have since the 
late nineteenth century been regulated and legitimized based on a medieval version of 
the past. The analyses of the interventions in the Monastery, Österporthallen, and 
Birgitta Chapel unfolded the systems of meaning that underline what can be seen as 
appropriate interventions in heritage. Both valuation and site-specific interventions 
were based on what was defined in the nineteenth century as ‘heritage’. This static 
perception of heritage seems to have also influenced people’s identification with their 
past. It is likely that sub-identities and societal progress have been linked to a cohesive 
identity authorized by the medieval past. This discussion may be relevant to Harvey’s 
(2000: 48) argument that ‘the control and interpretation of a particular version of the 
past is related to power differentiation and the legitimization of authority’.  
 
Article II illustrated how the legalised definition of heritage in Palestine as 
‘antiquities’ that pre-date the year 1700 CE has constrained the possible field for 
heritage practices to within that period of history. Any heritage construction of a date 
later than the year 1700 was until 1948 left to the goodwill of British administrators 
(see Article 2, on the 1929 Antiquities Law). The creation of Israel and its occupation 
of most of Palestine moved decisions about heritage practices under the will of the 
occupation power, within the legal constrains of the Antiquities Law of 1929. 
Generally, this excludes the late Ottoman era, when most Palestinian physical heritages 
were constructed, and the period of the British Mandate and Israeli Occupation, when 
several Palestinian physical heritages were either destroyed, damaged, or occupied. 
This ‘legal’ exclusion of heritage valuation and conservation has formed a basis for the 
sustenance of the historic accounts of the ‘Holy Land’ that were recorded by early 
Christians. As discussed in section 2.2.1, these accounts focused on the events that 
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framed that framed the temporal structure and the causality of the Judeo-Christian 
narrative of the Holy Land (see Sauders 2008: 476–7; Silk, 1984; Halbwachs 
1992/1925). In the same time, this discursive exclusion has generated power struggles 
according to which heritage has been used in the Palestinian narratives for nationalism 
and liberation.  
 
Heritage and identity 
 
‘Heritage is a symbolic representation of identity’ (Smith 2006: 30 emphasis added; 
Lowenthal 1985: 43–4). According to Smith (2006: 30), particular attention is often 
given to how ‘material or tangible heritage provides a physical representation of those 
things from “the past” that speak to a sense of place, a sense of self, of belonging and 
community’ (Smith 2006: 30). This representation is often done through the creation of 
a cohesive identity through the reduction of diverse sub-identities and memories.  
 
During the Second Intifada (2000–today), Palestinian officials employed the WCNH to 
reproduce the HCN as a World Heritage site (Article II). The HCN is popularly known 
for its rebelliousness against the British Mandate in the 1930s and Israeli occupation 
since 1948. This symbolic identity of the HCN, as ‘rebellious’, has been officially 
replaced by one of ‘an outstanding universal value’, as a way to nest the HCN in the 
UHD and qualify it for the World Heritage List. Palestinian officials saw the listing of 
the HCN as a symbolic representation of Palestinian national identity, and as a political 
resource for the international protection of heritage against the effects of the Israeli 
occupation. Locally, however, many saw this representation as top-down, 
marginalizing the local perception of heritage as part of their resistance, and 
challenging the identity of their culture and city.  
 
Article I discussed the cultural approach used by foreign planners to protect Botswana 
heritage through the production of Sowa town. In their cultural mapping, the planners 
focused on Tswana culture, as it represented the majority of the Batswana. They 
integrated specific Tswana spatial elements in the development plan of Sowa, wishing 
to build a modern town based around Tswana values. Since 1993, the inhabitants of 
Sowa have nonetheless failed to develop a familiar sense of place. Analyses of the 
planning process and the context of Sowa showed that the planners used a narrow 
approach to culture, influenced by two discourses. First, the systems of meaning that 
dominate the UHD have been transferred to Sowa through the planners. Their approach 
was aesthetic, and dominated by Western-centric ideas of the physicality of heritage 
(WCNH, article 1:1 of this convention). Second, they were influenced by the 
international modernization discourse. Central here is how the successful modernity of 
European cities has, since the post-colonial era, formed a basis for international 
development. A European housing prototype was therefore used in Sowa without 
critical consideration of the local values. Absorbing the sub-identities in Tswana and 
using an aesthetic selection of Tswana spatial elements to protect heritage in Botswana 
can be seen as a reductionist approach to the symbolic representation of Botswana 
national identity.  
 
Heritage and a reified past 
 
Heritage is a reification of the past (Lowenthal 1987:  43-5). To reify the past means 
abstracting it into material objects that actually exist. It also means viewing the past as 
a static thing identified through an established set of categories. This treatment of 
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heritage focuses on the present uses of the existing structures of heritage that were 
defined in the past as valuable. It subjugates the invisible memories of the past, and 
bases future societal and city progress on the values of the existing physical structures 
of the past. This specific physicality of the past generates tensions in the perception of 
history and its place in the construction of cultural and city identity.  
 
The Western-centric approach to heritage in Sowa (Article I) helped in the reification 
of Botswana’s past through the selection of visible Tswana spatial elements, ignoring 
not only the three forms of values – social, spatial, and political – but also the 
memories of others sub-identities. Creating a Tswana built environment in an area that 
used to be inhabited by a Kalanga tribe to house people from the different tribes of 
Botswana is a complex context. Reducing this context by referring it to the existing 
physical structure of Tswana as a basis for a ‘culturized future’ can be seen as a simple 
reification of the past.  

 
The discussions above on the static perception of heritage in Ystad as a medieval past 
can be extended here by referring to the reification of the medieval past. In the 
preservation plans and policy documents of Ystad, a map from 1650 (Article III, Figure 
2) is usually compared with current maps (Article III, Figure 3) to highlight the 
protected quality of the ‘medieval Ystad’. This quality centres on the preservation of 
the existing medieval urban structure (streets, monuments, historic buildings, and 
landscape). Human products from both the prehistory and contemporary periods of 
Ystad are given little attention. The consistent employment of this approach since the 
late nineteenth century has formed a basis for the assessment of Ystad as a well-
preserved town. Overlooking the social and cultural contexts of heritage resulted in a 
town that is, as the County Antiquarian of the County Council starkly put it, ‘without 
cultural life’ (Interview, September 2010). 

 
Heritage and a universalized past 
 
Heritage is referred to through universal values. Conflict over heritage is neither 
geographically-bounded nor locked in the boundaries of official institutions. It is 
instead taking place in a discursive field that is fluid and dynamic. The extent, reach, 
and effect of this field can easily move from scale to scale and affect everyday life in 
different parts of the world in different ways, depending on the scale at which the 
process operates. The different interpretations of heritage and its modes of conservation 
are often reduced by regulating and legitimizing heritage practices through the 
universal values of the UHD.  
 
The focus on the medieval version of the past in Ystad cannot be seen in isolation from 
historic narratives of medieval European architecture (Calkins 1998). Specific 
monuments of major metropolitan centres – such as cathedrals, palatial complexes, and 
fortifications – have always received specific attention in professional heritage 
practices. While this has played a significant role in the construction of a regional 
medieval identity, it has also fostered a myopic view of heritage practices. It seems that 
medieval European architecture has been used to demarcate territory and consolidate 
authority. In the 1990s, this regional representation of medieval heritage took on 
another spatial scale focused on the Baltic Sea Region. The Lubeck Declaration of 
1997, endorsed by the Ministers of Culture of the various Baltic Sea states, agreed on 
cooperation regarding the cultural heritage of that region. This was followed by several 
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agreements regarding techniques of conservation and criteria for the selection of 
valuable heritage properties. In this way, site-specific interventions in Ystad can be 
linked with different relationships of power at the regional scale. At the centre of these 
relationships is the system of meaning which was constructed and sustained through 
Smith’s AHD. While civil servants have dismissed any arguments that place 
professional heritage practices of Ystad in the UNESCO framework for heritage 
conservation, the link between the local conservation movement that took shape after 
1875 and the promotion of the AHD in the UHD suggests otherwise.  
 
This discussion can be linked to the growing institutionalisation of the UHD in heritage 
practices in Palestine. The modes of conservations employed at Al-Kabir Mosque and 
Sahet Al-Qaryon were rationalized by the use of international standards. Understanding 
of the values of the Mosque and the Square was also based on their historic 
significance, as specified in the WCNH. Other cultural experiences and acts of 
remembering were given little attention. A heritage specialist from the Welfare 
Association NGO supported their work in the HCN, saying, ‘the work in all 
components is implemented by a multi-disciplinary, skilled, and well-trained team 
according to international standards and conventions’ (Touqan 2011). This kind of 
universalizing heritage generates conflict over the production of meaning and 
challenges people’s sense of place and their identification with heritage. Moreover, it 
reduces the politics of heritage and masks the different relationships of power at the 
different spatial scales of interventions in heritage. 
 
5.2. Authority in the Discursive Field of Heritage   
 
Having seen how conflicts over heritage have taken different discursive perspectives in 
the three cases, the discussion in this section focuses on how to understand authority in 
such conflicts, and how authority is put at work in historic environments through the 
discursive field of heritage.  
 
5.2.1. Reducing the Relational Networks of Historic Environments  
 
Living spaces in historic environments are understood here along Urry’s (2000: 139–
40) conception of places as ‘characterized by thick co-present interaction and fast 
flowing webs and networks stretched corporeally and imaginatively across distances’. 
This understanding goes beyond the way historic environments were homogenized 
through the dominating frameworks of the UHD into ‘sites’ or ‘static places’ (section 
2.1.2). Important in understanding the distinctiveness of a historic environment is an 
understanding of its relational networks, which allow communication among the 
different social groups of a community and with their built environment. These 
networks also link the historic layers of a historic environment with their 
representatives in other places worldwide. The analyses of site-specific interventions in 
the three cases showed how the complexities of the three historic environments were 
reduced into static sites by overlooking these networks. It was also evident that this 
reduction resulted in the marginalization of the diversity of social groups and layers of 
history.   
 
The official Palestinian narratives of the HCN have moved from ‘Cultural Capital’ 
during the peace period to ‘Outstanding Universal Value’ during the Second Intifada 
(Article II). The first narrative focused on economic uses and an interpretation of 
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heritage, constrained by the Antiquities Law (1929), as away from post-1700 history. 
The second narrative gave specific attention to the pre-1700 history, to reveal the 
universality of the HCN and to qualify it for the World Heritage List. It focused on the 
Canaanite, Roman, and Ottoman histories at the expense of other histories. New 
accounts were also constructed, shedding light on the physical structures of these 
civilizations. To nest the HCN in the UHD, local heritage practitioners and 
representatives of NGOs working with heritage were given training courses on how to 
rethink their heritage and regulate any site-specific intervention following the 
outstanding universal values of heritage. UNESCO, as an actor and institution with 
defined principles for heritage practices, has played a significant role in the 
operationalization of the UHD. By following the different international conventions 
and the conventional knowledge on heritage, it has given ‘authority to certain 
expressions of culture and heritage’ (Smith 2006: 111; see also Blake 2001). Working 
closely with heritage experts and NGOs, it is today leading the orchestra of heritage 
practices in Palestine on the basis of this universal project of legitimization. While this 
project may provide professional heritage practices with scientific bases, it has 
subjugated the different social groups of the local community and reduced the historic 
complexity of the historic city into the three aforementioned civilizations.  
 
During the peace period, the international development programs for capacity building 
in Palestine conditioned their funding on the involvement of civil society organisations, 
as a vehicle to enhance ‘democratic’ governmental institutions. A report published by 
the World Bank in 1996, however, revealed the domestic civil society organisations to 
be unqualified (Challand 2009). This evaluation was greatly influenced by a Western-
centric conception of civil society and of the possible organisational structures that 
NGOs can have. The recommendations of this report played a significant role in 
shaping the debates about the viability of domestic grassroots organisations. It 
promoted the emergence of new structures of NGOs that follow their funders 
understanding of what civil society organisations are. It also rationalized the 
marginalization of domestic social groups and networks, which constitute the 
distinctiveness of the historic city. These networks are embedded in the Khan El-
Toggar (market area), in the public spaces, in the hoosh (a large house inhabited by 
multiple families of the same descent), in the dwellings, in the seven neighbourhoods, 
and in the areas targeted by the Israeli occupation and British colonial power, such 
Sahet Al-Qaryon. Through these networks the diverse communal activities and 
resistance to the incursions were organised. They also formed a platform to negotiate 
and mediate a sense of belonging, identity, and socio-cultural values in everyday life.  
 
The emergence of the promoted NGOs resulted in new arrangements of civil society 
organisations that worked with heritage beyond the domestic social groups. As 
discussed in Article IV, through the NGOs’ transnational social spaces, the systems of 
meaning that dominated the UHD were streamlined in the domestic politics of heritage. 
This has helped to highlight the historic relational networks of the historic city and the 
temporal structure of the narrative of ‘Outstanding Universal Value’ (Article II). The 
future imaginaries of the historic city were therefore constructed through these historic 
networks reducing the present distinctiveness and the cultural qualities of the everyday 
life. This reduction can also be seen as the reusing of what was defined in the late 
nineteenth century as pre-1700 history. That period of history seems to have been 
authorized in the regulation of current professional heritage practices and the 
marginalization of the Palestinian experiences under the British Mandate and Israeli 
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occupation from any legal protection. This reusing of the pre-1700 history helped to 
sustain the institutional organizations of heritage practices and to reproduce the systems 
of meaning that underpin the Antiquities Law of 1929. Moreover, through the 
transnational spaces of the new NGOs and the subjugation of the domestic grassroots, 
current heritage practices in the HCN are likely to become a tool for social inequalities.  
 
Heritage practices in Ystad have been, since the beginning of the conservation 
movement, guided and legitimized by the storyline of the ‘defined-past 
conservationists’ (Article III). This storyline has steered professional heritage practices 
towards the protection of the medieval identity of Ystad that networks it, as discussed 
above, through particular monuments from the same period of history located in other 
European places. This storyline was ruled by a discourse coalition formed by a group of 
archaeologists, historians and artists. This group – outraged by the decision to demolish 
the Monastery in 1875 and the actual demolition of the half-timbered Borgmästarhuset 
(house of the burgomaster) in 1901 – mobilised the local ‘conservation movement’ to 
protect the medieval heritage of Ystad and Skåne. This was possible through the well-
established socio-political networks this group had with the ruling and upper middle 
classes at that time. This movement resulted in the foundation of Ystads 
Fornminnesförening (YF) in 1907. It attempted to buy as many medieval buildings as 
possible, in order to protect them in accordance with their own values. It also accounted 
for Ystad and Skåne’s past through different kinds of publications. Accordingly, its 
socio-political power became fortified by the power of ownership and knowledge. 
Their system of meaning has consequently become a significant reference for the 
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official ‘referral body’ for professional heritage practices. This has paved the way for 
consistent inscriptions of medieval characteristics on the identity of Ystad, ruling out 
the visible features of other periods of history. Current legislative documents for 
conservation give hints of such exclusion, through the weak institutionalization of the 
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The shift in the national cultural policy during the early 1990s, from ‘kulturpolitik’ to 
‘kulturekonomi’ brought promises for change. A new storyline of the ‘cultural-
economy creativists’ (Article III) emerged to compete with the conservationists’ 
storyline. This shift happened because of the proliferation of critiques against the 
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The medieval building of Birgitta Chapel, which dates to the 1500s, in addition to the 
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6), were connected together with a steel and glass structure and sold to a private 
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registers as Q1 (the top priority within Municipal heritage registers). A similar structure 
was also recently approved by the County Council for installation in the ruined north-
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In addition to reusing historic building, the shift was rationalized through the use of 
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new terminologies relating to creative economic knowledge and technological solutions 
for progress, in addition to a new actor-coalition, merging actors from the economic 
market and other political levels of influence with the conservationists’ discourse 
coalition. In this way, heritage debates evolved around the ‘presentness of heritage’ 
(Harvey 2001), following from the professional terrain centered on the interests of the 
present that initially emerged in late nineteenth century heritage practices. The 
aforementioned shift can therefore be seen as a rhetorical adjustment in the dominant 
framework of the AHD, rather than an actual change in the way heritage is defined. It 
created enabling conditions to absorb the new innovative technologies into the 
traditional modes of heritage management that saw historic environments as static 
medieval sites.  
 
5.2.2. Assimilating the Dissonant Space of Heritage  
  
Heritage is dissonant (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996). This means that heritage is 
created through competing interpretations. ‘Not only what is interpreted, but also how 
it is interpreted and by whom, will create quite specific messages about the value and 
meaning of specific heritage places and the past it represents’ (Tunbridge and 
Ashworth 1996: 27, cited in Smith 2006: 80). These messages do not always find 
consensus and thus cause dissonance (Smith 2006: 80). The contents and meanings of 
this dissonance ‘change through time and across space and are shaped and managed for 
a range of purposes defined by the needs and demands of our present societies’ 
(Ashworth et al 2007: 36; Hall 1997: 61). Often, professional heritage practices deal 
with dissonance through a technical approach to heritage management. Competing 
views about a site-specific intervention are communicated to build a new layer of 
common interest. While this approach may resolve the conflict, it usually challenges 
the ways people perceive meanings of, and construct their identities in relation to, 
heritage. Such assimilation of the dissonant space of heritage is also reductionist, in the 
sense it overlooks the social, cultural, and political context of site-specific 
interventions. This reduction can be seen as a way to disseminate the authority of a 
certain version of the past and its representatives into the making of present society.  
 
The renovation of Al-Kabir Mosque (KM) in the HCN, which was steered by a heritage 
expert representing a domestic NGO, involved three potential tensions regarding the 
uses and interpretation of its heritage sphere (Article IV). First, the religious values of 
the building followed its historic uses as both a cathedral and a mosque. Before the 
tenth century this building served as a cathedral, and the recent renovations uncovered 
some of its Christian patterns of architecture. It seems that these patterns were covered 
in the past to purify its newly Islamic space from any physical Christian element that 
might cause doubt about the divine value of the prayers made within. When these 
patterns were made visible again, tensions emerged between the conservation expert 
and the Mosque committee that was coordinating the renovations. Several debates 
began over whether to keep the patterns visible as material witness to the building’s 
history, or to hide them to ensure its current divine value.  
 
Second, the renovation caused cracks in the emotional relationship between 
worshippers and the Mosque. The acts of visiting, praying, meeting other worshippers, 
gaining Islamic education, and participating in communal activities are all constituent 
elements of such relationships. Often, mosques are maintained through voluntarily 
activities and donations from their worshippers. Considering the specific value of the 
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KM to the residents of the whole city of Nablus, the heritage role of this mosque can be 
seen through significant practices of voluntary conservation. The recent renovations 
began by removing the different kinds of small objects (shelves, clocks, pictures, 
books, copies of the Quran, and so on) that the worshippers has donated as part of their 
duty toward the Mosque, or as a way to establish a stronger spiritual relationship with 
God. The act of removing material witnesses to their religio-historic relationship with 
their holy building was perceived by some of the worshippers interviewed as against 
their relationship with the Mosque. Others perceived this act as domination of their 
memories. Third, it is an Islamic rule that people pray for the deceased in a mosque 
before burial. Most residents of the HCN wished to pray for their deceased relatives 
martyred during the IDF incursions in the KM because of its historical value. By the 
time of the Second Intifada, public perception of this value had taken on a politico-
religious character. When the renovations of the Mosque were postponed several times 
due to the unclear renovation plans, tensions emerged over whether the renovations 
were in the service of the local resistance to the occupation, or against it. 
 
These tensions reveal the dissonant spaces of the Mosque to be disagreements about the 
interpretation of heritage. In these, heritage spaces are seen as commemorative 
performances relating to daily visits to the mosque for praying and memory making or 
performing; as a historic building with strong visibility in everyday life; as emotional 
performance relating to the assumed accountability among the residents to take care of 
the Mosque; and as a collective memory embedded in the Mosque’s social, cultural, 
religious, and political spaces. Considering these interpretations, the worshippers likely 
found the specific intervention in their mosque challenging their identity, rather than 
just marginalizing their views about how to renovate it. In contrast, the heritage expert 
perceived the anger of the worshippers and other residents as due to the lack of 
attention given to the deep knowledge the claimed to have about the Mosque, and to the 
specific values they placed on it. He argued that the different local views on the 
meaning of the Mosque and the means of conserving it are conflictual and difficult to 
meet. Reasoning this, and following the international standards of heritage 
conservation, the expert resolved the conflict by letting the historic physicality of the 
building decide on what should be done. In this way, any elements found during the 
renovation were replaced according to its original relation to the building. Memories 
from the cathedral period were treated as possessions that the local community owns 
today and must pass on to future generations. The different interpretations were thus 
put into a melting pot ruled by a conventional understanding of heritage. This 
understanding can be compared with the system of meaning that the expert borrowed 
from the UHD to legitimize his response to heritage dissonance. This reductionist 
approach to heritage has not only challenged the locals’ identity, meaning, and system 
of memory but also reproduced the authority of the tenth century period of the 
cathedral over the present professional heritage practices and the worshipers’ 
commemorative performances.  
 
The three analysed interventions in the medieval Ystad brought out other examples of 
the dissonant space of heritage (Article III). Looking at how the Monastery was 
interpreted, and by whom, unfolded the ‘possible’ field for the production of meaning 
within heritage politics. For most of the interviewed residents and civil servants, the 
Monastery was seen as the symbol of the origins of the local conservation movement. 
Its preservation from destruction seems to represent for them a collective memory. 
Some residents perceived the Monastery as a resource for knowledge and awareness of 
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the history of the town. This was captured in the way that several residents showed 
deep pride and awareness of their history and a keen ability to link this knowledge to 
employed conservation strategies, including both in the official and informal realms of 
planning. For some civil servants, the Monastery was defined as a symbolic 
representation of Ystad and the country. Some historians and one representative from 
YF were concerned about the role of the Monastery in unfolding the historic relations 
between the County of Skåne and the Kingdom of Denmark, or between the medieval 
architecture of Ystad and the wider northern European region. Since most of the views 
come together with the conservation of the Monastery, the initial rejection by the 
County Council of the proposal to install the lift  was not met with local protests. It 
seems that the discursive power of the conservationists’ storyline, institutionalised in 
the Environmental Code (Miljöbalken 1999), and the Heritage Conservation Act 
(Kulturminneslagen 1988), was sufficient to homogenize any counteraction. It can be 
argued here that the dissonant space of heritage has been reduced through the rational-
legality of heritage management.  
 
The intervention in the medieval building of Birgitta Chapel engulfed more tensions 
than those of the Monastery. These can be explained through four issues. First, the 
management of the Chapel was not directly regulated by the national heritage interest, 
although the Chapel date back to before 1500. This particular legal issue was not part 
of the local community knowledge. For them, Birgitta Chapel was a medieval building 
and therefore should be treated in the same manner as the Monastery. The fact that the 
politicians and civil servants were generally informed about this legal issue explained 
their lack of concern. Second, constructing the steel and glass structure (Article III, 
Figure 6) to house a large commercial investment was perceived by some local retailers 
to be a threat to their existence. While some residents found this to be ‘against the 
tradition of diverse functions, small businesses, and residential units in the center of 
Ystad’ (a resident, August 2010), others saw it as a sign of modernity in the core of a 
medieval town. Third, the commercial purpose behind the intervention in the Chapel 
heated up the local protests. As a civil servant put it, ‘the Chapel project is business 
oriented, which contradicts the principle that heritage is for all’. Covering the square 
was also seen by some as obscuring public views of the outside facades of the Chapel. 
Fourth, Birgitta Chapel’s central location in the market area means that it was probably 
visited more frequently than the Monastery. The square behind it was also a popular 
place for gathering. This can be seen as a rich emotional performance in which the 
residents engage with a range of imaginative social, cultural, and historic issues.  
 
The negotiation process of the Chapel intervention ended, as a civil servant put it, 
‘promptly, an unusual situation for politics in Ystad’. Most of the complaints were 
managed in a pragmatic manner. The direct intervention in the medieval building of the 
Chapel was justified by a rational legal argument. In this, the building was neither 
viewed as recorded in the national heritage registers nor considered as a national 
monument (byggnadsminne). Politicians from the Moderate party also attempted to 
reduce the religio-historical value of the Chapel by arguing that it was never actually 
used as a chapel. The enforcement of physical changes in the Chapel was also justified 
by the use of a movable and see-through steel and glass structure. In this way, the 
structure would not be inflicted on the medieval building and would allow for visual 
access to the external facades. The coherent narrative of the storyline of the ‘cultural-
economy creativists’ justified the proposed ‘change’ to a heritage property by the need 
for a private sector as an economic resource to renovate these properties. Further 
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emphases were also put on the need for tax income to meet the needs of the youth, the 
unemployed, and senior citizens. The fact that Ystad’s centre is mainly formed of 
diverse small public spaces and buildings was used to justify the merger of the Chapel 
with the square and the modern building. In response to the public’s uncomfortable 
feelings towards the changes, the Municipality declared the ‘Chapel as a Q1-building’ 
(Ystads Allehanda, June 21 2010). This institutional practice involves new rhetorical 
performances produced as an outcome of the controversies between the two competing 
storylines of the creativists and conservationists.  
 
The intervention at the Österporthallen (ÖPH) highlighted important ideas relating to 
identity, heritage, hegemony, and discourse. The way the medieval system of meaning 
has been disseminated in the society through the storyline of the ‘defined past 
conservationists’ has hindered the development of other competing systems of 
meaning. The views of the ÖPH as representative of its own time of history, or as a 
place which has been used by trainees to play sports and visit friends, were disabled by 
the AHD and the incoherent narratives of the non-medieval past. In 2008, the 
marginalized historic values of the ÖPH were given little attention. This happened as 
part of the political negotiation of the implementation of Ystad Arena. The Arena was 
proposed by politicians from the Moderate Party as part of their election program. 
According to their proposal, the Arena would be built by the water side next to the 
harbour as a branding project for Ystad. When the politicians realised that their 
economic capacity was insufficient for such a project, they turned their focus to 
remodelling the ÖPH. To rationalize the change, the ÖPH was described as having a 
historic significance within modern architectural heritage, thanks to its architect, 
Sten Samuelsson, whose style is popularly representative of modern Swedish 
architecture. Probably this description helped to legitimize the proposed change of 
plans, but it couldn't challenge the dominant systems of heritage meaning that has been 
at work during the last century.  
 
Although the legitimation activities of the three interventions embraced different 
interpretations of heritage, they were resolved through the institutionalized 
conservationists’ storyline and the technical solutions of heritage management. 
Moreover, a popular perception of what can be counted as valuable heritage seems to 
have been developed within the constraining and enabling conditions of this storyline. 
A similar perception of heritage can be seen among the practitioners. Specific forms of 
heritage knowledge and conservation technologies are communicated among the 
practitioners, to the extent that they seem to have become institutionalized in an 
objectivized way. The three interventions seem to have been carried out through a 
similar approach, according to which heritage is perceived as identity-forming 
landmarks, linked to ideas of ‘context’, ‘aesthetic’, and ‘social’ histories. This approach 
underlines an official concern for the sustenance of cultural continuity (geographic, 
social, cultural, and political). It also seems to absorb the different interpretations and 
imaginaries of Ystad’s heritage through the situating of its heritage in a wider network 
and structure of medieval relations and events.  
 
5.2.3. Universalizing Heritage Scale 
 
The discussions about networks and heritage dissonance uncovered the way that the 
complexity of historic environments and value-loaded concepts of heritage are reduced 
through discursive power struggles. In this section, it is important to link the act of 
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reduction to issues of scale. The argument made here is two-fold. First, this reduction 
often takes place through regulating and legitimizing the construction of meaning by 
referring to universal values and through managing site-specific interventions 
according to the international standards. Second, a perceived and defined political level 
of influence called ‘the universal’ seems to have been created as a consequence of this 
reduction. In this way, the social process of negotiating a site-specific intervention that 
may extend from the thought of an individual to the global relationships of power is 
likely to be regulated and legitimated at that level.  
 
What is produced on the ground to be used by individuals, how it was produced, at 
what time and by whom, delivers several messages that play a significant role in the 
cultural performance of space. It influences the negotiation of meaning and sense of 
place. It also creates socio-political conditions within which the cultural and place 
identities are constructed. Understanding such micro socio-spatial mechanisms of a 
place beyond ‘the universal’ requires placing them in their social, physical, and 
discursive spaces. On the one hand, this shall uncover the different spatial scales 
through which different causal moments and power geometries are involved in shaping 
these mechanisms. On the other, this will give hints on how these micro mechanisms 
work back’ and reshape their spatial scales. 
 
This way of looking at heritage practices challenges traditional understandings of local-
global politics that tend to place the political influences on defined static political levels 
that are local, national, or international. It also generates critical questions concerning 
the tendency of universalizing heritage. This tendency has reduced ‘the debates about 
heritage to specific technical issues over contemporary management and conservation 
practices, and subsequently any real engagement with debates about how heritage is 
involved in the production of identity, power and authority are obscured’ (Harvey 2001: 
320: cited in Smith 2006: 17). Unless awareness about the scale politics of heritage is 
raised, this tendency will prevail, distancing the negotiation process of site-specific 
interventions from their social, cultural, and political contexts, and reducing the 
relational networks and the dissonant space of heritage. Within this sphere of 
homogenized power relations, authority is gained and reinforced. 
 
This discussion can be illustrated further through the examples drawn from the three 
cases of this thesis. The placement of the painting, ‘Return of Storks’, on the façade of 
an olive-oil soap factory on Sahet Al-Qaryon in the HCN (Article IV, Figures 3 and 4) 
is a highly contested intervention in heritage. A French artist made the painting to 
symbolize the return of life and the aesthetic quality of the HCN during the peace 
period. She found the Square to be an appropriate location to place a painting 
expressing hope in everyday life after long period of military occupation. According to 
Assi (2008: 11), the artist ‘worked closely with the community to create an art work’. 
Within the exhilaration of that period the painting captivated the residents. They 
perceived the hope in a painting that showed a clear blue sky, storks, and a local 
woman freely drying her washing in an open space. When the ‘occasion of peace’ 
ended with the beginning of incursions in April 2002, the signal system of the painting 
(a peace period with prospects) dissolved, leaving the ‘hope’ out of context. The 
incursions caused damages in the different parts of the HCN. The painting was not 
directly damaged but intentionally covered with pictures and commemorations of 
martyrs (Article IV, Figure 4). A group from the Fatah faction sitting in the Square 
provided one explanation: ‘the blood of the martyrs is in the walls and tiles of this 
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square. This painting tells nothing about that or about our pain and miserable situation’. 
Probably, the harsh conditions during the incursions caused the residents to express 
their anger by covering the painting.  
 
Looking at how the Square has evolved as a system of meaning linking the residents, 
place and performance uncovered a more complex context. Since early 1930s, this 
square has played a central role in the mobilization of different social and political 
activities, first against the British Mandate and later against the Israeli occupation. The 
collective social memories that are embedded in the Square are perpetually revolving 
through the commemorative ceremonies that take place there, from marriages to 
funerals. Following Connerton (1991), Smith (2006: 65) argues that ‘commemorative 
ceremonies rehearse master narratives that represent collective autobiography, 
sustained and remembered through ritual performance’. This gives an indication that 
the placement of the painting challenged the meanings, memories, and identities of the 
residents. The new physical adjustment of the Square and the socio-political 
expressions it made in everyday life were seen as if the artist was performing a 
universally valid act. In the context of the Square, especially during the Second 
Intifada, the act of placing the painting can be seen as enforcing a new system of 
meaning by an outsider to the specific space of memories on the everyday life. It 
consequently disabled the ability of the residents to perform their collective memories 
and the act of remembering. This has generated new power relations within the space of 
the square according to which the residents became aware of the irrelevance of the 
painting to their socio-political experiences and its placement in their performative 
space of heritage. Engaging with Sahet Al-Qaryon, as expressed by the resistance 
group, is a cultural and political statement against the incursions. Their sitting in the 
Square was also an act of remembering of their social and political experiences. This 
remembering may be relevant to what Smith (2006: 66) calls ‘a rehearsal or a 
performance of legitimating memory and meaning, it may involve taking up or 
“learning” established collective memories, or it may involve active and politicized 
reworking of meanings’. 
 
The painting was financed by the French government as part of its contribution in the 
reconstruction of Palestine during the peace period. The involvement of the storks in 
the painting symbolized the links between the artist’s organization (Stork is the symbol 
of the organization) and Nablus city. The choice of a Palestinian woman drying her 
washing was inspired by the olive-oil soap factory, which is a traditional industry in the 
HCN. It also expressed the ‘freedom’ brought by the peace period. Apparently, the 
symbolic meanings of the painting were clearly explained by the artist, as based on her 
appropriation of the painting, its message of hope and location in a public space. But 
the contextual relevance of the painting was time-dependent rather than socially-
integral. She worked with the heritage space of the Square through the physicality of 
the UHD and the political abstraction of the ‘peace discourse’, which brought in ideas 
from Palestinian society about the prospects for a bright future and the forgetting of a 
depressing past. If the peace period had continued the painting would probably have 
remained. Other international interventions with similarly universalized perception of 
heritage would have also been implemented, allowing for new social and spatial 
realities that work to divorce the local communities from their familiarities. 
 
When interviewed for this study, Mr. and Mrs. Sebona stated that they built small 
additional structures – a setlaagana (kitchen) and a chicken pen – on their plot in Sowa 
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in the Tswana tradition (Section 1.1). For the physical planner, these structures were 
removed because they were against the regulations of urban areas as stated in the Town 
and Country Planning (TCP) Act, Building Control Act, and the Development Control 
Code. He also admitted that these structures would probably be allowed in rural areas, 
which are regulated by the Tribal Land (TL) Act. Indeed, the simple acts of placing and 
removing structures should be seen as part of a complex context that contest the local 
meaning and sense of place. These acts unfold conflict over cultural values, regulated 
and legitimized by the legal-rationality of the planning system inherited and sustained 
from the colonial time. What makes this situation critical is the fact that Sowa was 
designed and planned by foreign planners and architects based on a cultural approach 
with the aim of protecting heritage in Botswana. It is important to understand the 
system of meaning that underpinned this approach, so as to unfold the different 
relationships of power that shaped the spatial scale of producing Sowa.  
 
Findings from Article I showed that Tswana heritage is constituted by three interlinked 
forms of local values: social, spatial, and political. These three are embedded in the 
socio-political and spatial hierarchies of the historic environment of Shoshong. The 
different spatial elements and daily life practices are part of a co-present heritage space. 
For example, the kgotla (a shared open public space at the village level), patlelo (a 
shared open semi-public space at the ward level), or lolwapa (a shared open semi-
private space within a plot) are locally perceived as nodes for networking cultural 
allegiances, social networks and political commitments. Between the kgotla and 
lolwapa there are different kinds of micro socio-spatial interactions that have been 
developed among the residents in the process of everyday life.  
 
These issues were overlooked in the planners’ approach, which was assimilationist in 
nature, drawing on the narrative of nation and the universality of world heritage as 
promoted through the UHD. Their approach enhanced the homogenization of 
Botswana’s sub-identities around Tswana culture, the reification of a Tswana past into 
what the planners found in the existing architectural structure, and the use of Euro-
centric housing prototypes in all of the housing units of Sowa. Despite their ambitions 
to enhance a cultural approach to planning, the systems of meaning enforced through 
the TCP Act seem to have dictated the cultural mapping and planning. It also formed 
the legal basis for the removal of the structure from the Sebonas’ plot. This issue of 
legality and cultural practices engages discussions on the extent to which the values of 
the colonial power have been disseminated in the everyday life of Sowa, through the 
sustenance of its planning system and the uncontextualization of post-colonial 
international development projects in Botswana.  
 
Article I showed that the British colonial power and the international post-colonial 
assistance programs have invented a system of meaning within the present planning 
system of Botswana, arguing that modernisation can be met through planning models 
that have already proven successful in the Western world. Following this system in 
current urban policies enhanced the construction of a cohesive identity. The produced 
socio-spatial realities have divorced people from their familiarities and created 
conditions that work to marginalize subversive discourses. The removing of the 
structures has been played out through different relationships of power that extend from 
the colonial to post-colonial eras through sustained and legitimized planning ideas. It 
expressed the authority of traditions that were invented in the colonial period and 
subsequently sustained in the planning system. This authority resulted in the departure 
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of the Sebonas from Sowa. It also forced the residents of Tlokweng village, following 
its inclusion in the Greater Master Plan of Gaborone, to choose between adapting to the 
new standards of living enforced by the system of meaning of the TCP Act, or moving 
to another area regulated by the TL Act (Article I). This shows that the social process 
of negotiating the sense of place in Sowa and Tlokweng goes beyond any spatial 
determinism. Instead, it illustrates how interventions in heritage that work to protect 
local values can be based on universal understanding of meaning and challenge 
identities and the possible field for cultural progress.  
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Chapter Six 
 

CONTRIBUTION  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This research aimed to investigate the becoming and the appropriation of heritage in 
different socio-political contexts, and to uncover how authority is put at work through 
the discursive field of heritage for questions relating to control over the making of a 
society. The theorisation of heritage through discourse challenged the common 
reductionist approaches to the interpretations and uses of heritage. It also unfolded the 
distinctiveness of historic environments and allowed for a better understanding of the 
different relations that link heritage with identity, sense of place, experience, and 
memory. Conducting these investigations in the different socio-political contexts of 
three cases – Botswana, Palestine, and Sweden – allowed for a deeper understanding of 
the production of heritage meaning and how to understand authority in conflict over 
heritage.  
 
The use of discursive analyses to understand site-specific interventions opened up 
critical discussions on the democratic qualities and context-sensitivity of current 
heritage practices. It was evident in the three cases that heritage was often reduced to 
site-specific interventions. Heritage dissonance was often dealt with through 
professional approaches that are ultimately assimilationist in nature. They focused on 
building consensus among competing views rather than dealing with the social process 
of negotiating identity, meaning, memory, and sense of place. This issue was critically 
investigated by addressing each site-specific intervention in the three cases in its social, 
material, and discursive spaces and situating it in its wider social, cultural, and political 
contexts.  
 
Findings from the three cases revealed contextually-situated images of conflicts over 
meaning. In the same time it was evident that professional heritage practices in the 
three used and interpreted heritage by referring it to a perceived past. It was also 
common to witness the reification of the past, a reductionist approach to symbolic 
representation of identity, and the universalization of heritage values. Reflecting these 
empirical findings on theoretical analyses of heritage as a discourse and concept 
showed how the historic development of the field of heritage has been locked in 
frameworks of dominating and subversive ideologies. This issue was developed 
through a particular reference to how meanings have evolved within the domination 
frameworks of Harvey’s heritageisation and Smith’s authorized heritage discourse. It 
was also compared with the theoretical analyses of mobilising the past to understand 
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the different discursive aspects that enabled the manipulation the past as a way to gain 
and reinforce authority over the making of a society through heritage.  
 
These analyses and comparisons allowed testing of the concept of heritage in the three 
cases outside the boundaries of the aforementioned domination frameworks. In this 
way it was possible to analyse the spaces of heritage within the complex context of 
historic environment and to uncover that authority is put at work through the reduction 
of the relational networks, heritage dissonance, and scale politics. Specific to the issue 
of scale, the discussions about heritage in scale politics highlighted how the discursive 
field of heritage is shaped by the outcomes of site-specific interventions and how this 
field in turn forms a platform for the making of important decisions regarding these 
interventions. These discussions challenged the tendency to treat heritage politics as 
decisions made on the static levels of political influences that are local, regional, 
national, and international. It was instead evident that heritage politics take place at 
different spatial scales that are fluid and dynamic and perpetually transformative. These 
discussions extended theoretical links from discourse theory, governance researches, 
and heritage studies. A particular contribution is made here towards the theoretical 
debates on heritageisation and the authorized heritage discourse.  
 
This research provides possibilities for petite generalisation of theoretical issues and a 
few aspects of the empirical findings to other cases worldwide. As clues on how to 
work with heritage in the face of authority, heritage experts, planners and policy 
makers may need to rethink accepted ideas of heritage and approaches to professional 
heritage practices. This has implications on the regulation and legitimization of heritage 
practices in historic environments. Decisions regarding site-specific interventions are 
never made by actors sitting around one table, negotiating interests and views on a 
rational basis. There are different context-situated power dynamics and diverse external 
demands linked through discursive sphere of power relations.  
 
Democratic interventions in historic environments are not limited to the mediation of 
different views and interests as a way to create a new layer of common understanding 
and interest. This kind of approach to consensus building reduces our understanding of 
heritage practices to problems and solutions. Working with heritage requires further 
attention to how it is ever more involved in the identification of people. Each case 
embraced a context-situated democratic capacity of professional heritage. However, the 
three shared a common perception of democratic heritage practices that is about the 
ability of the individuals to freely negotiate their identity against each specific 
intervention in their spaces of heritage.  
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different views and interests as a way to create a new layer of common understanding 
and interest. This kind of approach to consensus building reduces our understanding of 
heritage practices to problems and solutions. Working with heritage requires further 
attention to how it is ever more involved in the identification of people. Each case 
embraced a context-situated democratic capacity of professional heritage. However, the 
three shared a common perception of democratic heritage practices that is about the 
ability of the individuals to freely negotiate their identity against each specific 
intervention in their spaces of heritage.  
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