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Abstract  

This study compares the heritage values of different  community groups  and one local 

authority in York during 2014-2016, as part of the Within the Walls Project (a Collaborative 

Doctoral Award with the City of York Council). Focusing on the UK Localism Act (2011) and 

redistribution of power to communit y groups, this study investigates ̂ values as actioñ 

(value-action) towards enhancing or protect ing heritage in places, through which  new 

values and collaborative relationships emerge (Hewison 2012, Lennox 2016, Jones 2017). 

The theoretical basis also follows that  whilst authoritative -discourses restrict shared value-

actions between councils and community groups  (Smith 2006, Waterton 2007) the historic 

environment itself can also impact collaboration and the creation of values as part of an 

entangled ̄ƌ±ȡĊʞƶȉŦ̅ ƶí ̂ƌɔŴȺĜ-Ŵƶl"Ŵ̃ places (Marcus 1997, Ingold 2008b, 2009, Harrison 

2013).  

To explore these perspectives, this study investigated a mechanism which supports 

localism, ŦƖƶʞƖ "ȡ ̂kƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ !ȡȡ±Ⱥ ȹȉ"Ɩȡí±ȉ̃ ˷k!ȹ˸̚wherein councils transfer the 

leasehold of heritage assets to community organisations. Ethnographic fieldwork in York 

occurred at four sites: City of York Council and three heritage CAT projects (the Tithe Barn, 

Holgate Windmill and the Red Tower). During fieldwork, qualitative multi -modal data 

(interviews, fieldnotes and photographs) were gathered. In the three CAT case studies, the 

fruition of the projects was obtained in detail. As part of analysis, the researcher created 

Value-Action Diagrams to trace |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ̂ĜƖôȉ±|Ĝ±ƖȺȡ̃ ˷ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡˮ ʘisions and challenges etc.) 

prevalent and evolving within each site. Ultimately, the three main contributions  of this 

research include; demonstration through innovative visualisations that it is possible  to plot 

the movement and creation of values; evidence that physical place impacts upon 

collaborative relationships in heritage projects (essentially, that the existence of physical 

infrastructure can foster cooperative activities); and lastly, deep ethnographic insight and 

pragmatic recommendations were offered into  the CAT process, an under-researched area 

of the heritage sector.  
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1: Introduction 

 

1.0 Introducing the area of research 

ȹĊĜȡ ȺĊ±ȡĜȡ lƶƌǺ"ȉ±ȡ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ̃ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ 

groups in York (UK) and considers how these differences impact collaborative, localised 

heritage management within a predominantly urban context. As part of the Within the 

ʝ"ŴŴȡ ǺȉƶŞ±lȺˮ " kƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± {ƶlȺƶȉ"Ŵ !ʞ"ȉ| ˷̂k{!̃˸ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ kƶɔƖlĜŴ ˷kʱk˸ˮ 

this research project was briefed to critically assess the range of values between experts 

and non-experts. The CDA brief also prioritised that the research should experiment with 

methods of engagementˮ ɔȡĜƖô ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl lĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ "ȡ " ̂Ŵ"bƶȉ"Ⱥƶȉʲ̃ Ⱥƶ ȡ±±Ŧ b±ȡȺ 

practices towards increased local participation in heritage management. The area of 

inquiry fundamentally sheds light on the impact of localism policies, consolidated within 

the 2011 Localism Act, which encourages civic action (and therefore new collaborative 

relationships) alongside the continual reduction in funding to local authorities in England. 

Whilst acknowledging the simultaneous need for and pressure upon civic action, the 

project has explored ways to compare values and assess collaborative relationships in local 

areas and recommends approaches to these relationships. During research, mixed data 

ʞ"ȡ ô"ȺĊ±ȉ±| íȉƶƌ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ̂ȡĜȺ±ȡ̃ ĜƖ ʱƶȉŦ ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô ȺĊ± kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ kƶɔƖlĜŴ "Ɩ| ȺĊȉ±± 

Community Asset Transfers of heritage assets. The findings offer pragmatic solutions to 

the identified challenges that restrict collaborative efforts, which include acknowledging 

ȺĊ± ȉƶŴ± ƶí ̂ǺŴ"l±̃ ĜȺȡ±Ŵí "ȡ í"lȺƶȉ˱ ìɔȉȺĊ±ȉ |±ŴĜb±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ Ċ"ȡ Ŵ±| Ⱥƶ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ b±ĜƖô 

considered alongside the concept of value co-creation between different groups, an 

approach which could be further recognised within existing official value frameworks.  

The remainder of this introductory chapter lays out the underlying basis behind the 

research, particularly how heritage values can be identified and approached in practice. 

The choice of the main case study, the city of York, is fully explained. Thereafter the 

structure of the thesis and research chapters are summarised, including the selection of 

fieldwork sites and framing of the research questions. In short, this chapter sets out the 

parameters of the research and how this will be presented. 
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1.1 What are heritage values?  

Drawing from extensive fieldwork in the city of York, England, this research offers 

recommendations towards assessing heritage values via place-b"ȡ±| ƶȉ ̂Ŵƶl"Ŵ-"ʞ"ȉ±̃ 

ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ƶŴƶôĜ±ȡ˱ !ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ȺĊ± ǺȉƶŞ±lȺ̃ȡ ɔƖ|±ȉǺĜƖƖĜƖôˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ "lŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ʘ"Ŵɔ±-led 

management in heritage management has a long history of development, the precepts of 

which shape how value is known and incorporated into local-authority decision-making.  

Indeed, value-led heritage management is recognised as an institutional framework and a 

global debate. The UK draws predominantly from principles laid out in the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth century, when western cultural commentators, such as John Ruskin 

and Alois Reigl, highlighted values that could be identified within tangible objects, e.g. 

historical monuments and works of art (Jokilehto 2009, 174). Thereafter, international 

charters such as the Athens Charter (1931) and the Venice Charter (1964) issued guidance 

to assist conservation practitioners in their objective assessment of cultural artefacts or 

structures (284 & 288-9). Yet gradually the field of heritage and conservation has 

developed: it now questions whether values are intrinsic (i.e. discoverable facts gleaned 

íȉƶƌ ̄ʘ"Ŵɔ±-íȉ±± ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜƶƖ̅˸ ƶȉ "ȉ± ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| bʲ ȡǺ±lĜíĜl ȡƶlĜ±ȺĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| ʞĜȺĊĜƖ 

specific expertise (Lipe 1984, Zancheti & Jokilehto 1997, 40, Darvill 2008, Schofield 2008, 

23-4, de la Torre 2013). In addition, values are now applied to intangible definitions of 

heritage (such as food, oral traditions, folklore, music, communal etc.) which are 

recognised to have high significance to a range of societies across the globe (UNSECO 

2003, Loulanski 2006, English Heritage 2008a, 27, Smith & Akagawa 2009, Parkinson et al 

2016, 266). In acknowledgment that heritage values have evolved from their philosophical 

roots over the last century (i.e. Lipe 1984, Belfiore 2002, Mason 2008b, Vecco 2010, 322, 

Glendinning 2013, Walter 2014, Fredheim & Khalaf 2016, Jones 2017, 22), this project 

explores how value-seeking methods are categorisation processes created by certain 

people to grasp the meaning of the past within a variety of different contexts.  

In the contexts of local authority managing English cities, heritage management remains a 

practice focused on maintaining tangible historic or archaeological assets alongside the 

management of other concerns and front -line services within the urban scene (Zancheti & 

Jokilehto 1997, 43, Clark & Drury 2000, qtd in Loulanski 2006, 215). Value of the historic 
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±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ Ĝȡ ƶííĜlĜ"ŴŴʲ íȉ"ƌ±| bʲ ȺĊ± ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl °ƖôŴ"Ɩ|̃ȡ ˷ĉ°, previously English Heritage) 

kƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ ǹȉĜƖlĜǺŴ±ȡ ˷°ƖôŴĜȡĊ ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ̟̝̝̥"˸ ʞĊĜlĊ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺȡ ̂±ʘĜ|±ƖȺĜ"Ŵˮ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl"Ŵˮ 

aesth±ȺĜlˮ "Ɩ| lƶƌƌɔƖ"Ŵ̃ l"Ⱥ±ôƶȉĜ±ȡ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ±˱ ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉ ɔǺlƶƌĜƖô lĊ"Ɩô±ȡ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ±ȡ± 

principles (HE 2017h) demonstrate how heritage values evolve alongside national 

government through various policy and national planning legislation,  in particular the 

current National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF stipulates the heritage 

sector to: 

Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíʲ ȺĊ± ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ̃ ƶí ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ ȡƶ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ±ȡ± l"Ɩ b± ʞ±ĜôĊ±| "ô"ĜƖȡȺ ƶȺĊ±ȉ 

public benefits of change; including regeneration, econom ic growth and 

sustainability 

(The Edge Debate, 2017). 

Indeed, identifications  of the economic value of the historic environment for cities, 

although notably difficult and contentious (Nijkamp et al 1998, 3), have been carried out 

over at least three decades (Allison 1996, Throsby 1999, 10 & 2006, Holden 2004, Throsby 

& Rizzo 2006, Dalmas et al 2015, Wright & Eppink 2016). At the same time, identifications 

of communal or social values of the historic environment are considered a form of 

democratic best practice, although these efforts are simultaneously politically influenced 

bʲ Ⱥȉ±Ɩ|ĜƖô ƖƶȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí ̂ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ĜƖlŴɔȡĜƶƖ̃ "Ɩ| ̂ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bĜŴĜȺʲ̃ ˷ʝ"Ⱥ±ȉȺƶƖ ̟̝̝̤ˮ ĉƶʞ"ȉ| 

2013 & 2017, 44). Impacting such definitions further, is the context of reduced council 

capacity within a climate of devolved powers. Whilst councils work towards best practices 

of inclusion and juggle various political incentives, serious concerns have been raised by 

the Chartered Institute of Archaeology (CIfA 2017a & 2017b), the Heritage Alliance (THA 

2015, 2-3) and the associate Historic Environment Forum (HEF 2016) over the decrease of 

employed in-house conservation and archaeological staff and the loss of expertise (also 

Howell & Resedale 2014, Cunliffe et al 2016). Simultaneously, via the Department for 

Communities and Local Government (DCLG), national devolution policies have consigned 

more local decision-making power and responsibility to local groups and individuals in 

their areas (Localism Act 2011, DCLG 2015, Brownhill & Bradley 2017). Underlying these 

mechanisms is an inherent assumption that local people will actively make decisions about 

their own areas due to their high levels of value for them. Some research has indeed 
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shown that living near distinctive historical sites or places increases the likelihood of 

safeguarding action (Schofield & Szymanski 2011, Common Ground 2017). However, other 

research shows that this civic action in place relationship cannot be guaranteed: particular 

skills and resources are needed thus affluent community groups are therefore more likely 

to commit to action then those living in deprived areas (Ennen 2000, Hodges & Watson 

2000, 232, Graham et al 2009, Barber 2013, Bamert et al 2016, Lennox 2016, 232-34). In 

this context, the value of and relationships between local authorities, active local groups 

and a wider public requires evaluation. This project queries whether simply identifying 

various community groups̃ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ l"Ɩ "|±ȅɔ"Ⱥ±Ŵʲ ȡɔǺǺƶȉȺ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ôȉƶɔǺȡ 

towards action in places in alignment with localism policies and reduced funding.  

This is questioned in light of recent research which has raised that overly empirical value-

l"ǺȺɔȉ± ƌ"ʲ Ŵ±"| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ƶbŞ±lȺĜíĜl"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| ̄íƶȡȡĜŴĜˈĜƖô̅ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ ˷ŝƶƖ±ȡ ̟̝̞̤ˮ ̠̠˸ ĜƖȡȺ±"| 

of a recognition of their potentially changeable and fluid natur ± ˷Ƶ̃ȈƶɔȉŦ± ̟̝̞̣ˮ ̢̥˸˱ 

ʝĊĜŴ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ ƌ"ʲ b± ŦƖƶʞƖˮ ȺĊ±ʲ "ȉ± "Ŵȡƶ ǺƶȺ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲ b±ĜƖô ôȉƶʞƖ "Ɩ| ̄ȡĊɔííŴ±|̅ 

(Kopytoff 1986, 83) across the city in reaction to the wider forces of urban expansion. 

Revealing heritage values as active and changeable within the city will highlight how they 

can be sedimented, shared, scattered, promoted or contested by different people 

(Tunbridge 2008a, Perkin 2011). In acknowledging value as action, it subsequently 

becomes important to consider value beyond language-based methodologies (Satterfield 

2002). Hence, value can be cultivated through the ways people undertake physical activity 

in connected places (Pink 2008, Smith 2013). Within a visually-saturated society, value can 

also be propagated and enhanced through visual media (Banks 2007, Perry 2007). In 

essence, my focus is to consider the movement, velocity and liveliness of heritage value, as 

v̂alue-actioñˮ ĜƖ Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ȉ±"ȡ ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ Ǻȉƶ|ɔlĜƖô " lƶƌǺȉ±Ċ±ƖȡĜʘ± ĜƖʘ±ƖȺƶȉʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ 

value typologies. The question thereafteȉ Ĝȡ ʞĊ±ȺĊ±ȉ " ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖ̃ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ l"Ɩ b± 

reinforced into local practice; a highly pertinent question if research methods are required 

Ⱥƶ ĜƖȺ±ȉȉƶô"Ⱥ± "Ɩ| "llƶɔƖȺ íƶȉ ȺĊ± ̂ƌ±ȡȡʲ̃ ĜƖȺ±ȉlƶƖƖ±lȺĜƶƖȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ " lĜȺʲ ˷Ƌ"ȡȡ±ʲ ̞̦̦̦ˮ 

165, Law 2004, Picinni & Schaepe 2014).  

At this point the selection of the city is now detailed alongside the premise of the project 

as a whole.   
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1.2 Premise of the research project in York 

This project, situated in the historic city of York, took place between 2013-17. The 

instigation of this project stems íȉƶƌ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ í"ĜŴ±| ʝƶȉŴ| ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ǺǺŴĜl"ȺĜƶƖ ĜƖ ̟̝̞̞˱ ! 

research project, named Within the Walls (WtW), was established by a team of associated 

practitioners from the City of York Council and academics from the Departments of 

Archaeology and History at the University of York, thus forming a Collaborative Doctoral 

Award (CDA) network. The various interests from key individuals̚ archaeologists, 

archivists, academics, and those who had been involved in the initial York World Heritage 

bid̚drew from wider concern regarding dissonances between local and global 

management of cultural heritage and the question of inclusivity with non -experts in 

heritage management. The ethos of the WtW project drew from the European Faro 

Convention (Council of Europe 2005) in its aspiration to include the values of different 

̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ "Ɩ| ƌ"ȉôĜƖ"ŴĜȡ±| ôȉƶɔǺȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ˱ Initially, 

three PhD projects were outlined: 

¶ One which focused on the relevance of World Heritage designations and the 

comparative weighting of Outstanding Universal Value alongside local valuations 

of heritage;  

¶ Another which focused on the national and local values of the archives alongside 

the historic environment (Hoyle forthcoming) ; 

¶ Lastly, this faction of the  WtW project was tasked with two related inquiries 

focusing on social values of heritage. It was briefed to: 

a. Critically examine the range of heritage values held by experts and non-

experts relevant to heritage, and; 

b. Experiment and examine ways in which to ±Ɩ"bŴ± ̄̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ 

to participate in heritage management  

 (adapted from the CDA supporting statement 2013, see Appendix A.i). 

The WtW project was proposed as a forward-thinking assessment of heritage 

management in York, Ⱥƶ ɔȡ± ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ "ȡ " ̄Ŵ"boraȺƶȉʲ̅ íƶȉ b±ȡȺ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl± ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ˱ ȹĊ± kĜȺʲ 

of York Council offered each student a placement in the West Offices as part of the CDA 

partnership and several meetings were set up with a steering group which included 
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members of the York World Heritage Committee, York Archives, the National Archives, 

City of York Council and Historic England. Moreover, the archaeological practitioner at the 

CYC, who took the role of secondary supervisor, was able to give many contacts in York 

with a view of selecting case studies (we had several meetings to this aim). But whilst the 

initial CDA brief acted as a guide for inquiry, the choice and breadth of case studies and 

choice of methodology remained at our discretion. How this study and the CDA 

partnership evolved over four years will be reflected upon in the conclusion chapter.  

At this point it is important to highlight that, despite the undeniable York focus  at the 

ƶƖȡ±Ⱥ ƶí ȺĊ± ǺȉƶŞ±lȺˮ ȺĊ±ȉ± ʞ"ȡ ȡƶƌ± ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺ ĜƖȺƶ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉĜƖô ȺĊ± ̄ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ 

stretch beyond the lĜȺʲ̅ "Ɩ| ȺĊɔȡ lƶƌǺ"ȉ± ʱƶȉŦ Ⱥƶ ƶȺĊ±ȉ lĜȺĜ±ȡ "ŴƶƖô ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ 

connections within it (Allen et al 1999, viii my emphasis). Notably, York is a highly atypical 

city and has a special relationship to its heritage. For instance, it has a designated Area of 

Archaeological Importance (one out of only five cities in England) and it is the first in the 

ʞƶȉŴ| Ⱥƶ b± ̄Ⱥ±ƌǺƶȉ"ŴŴʲ ȺʞĜƖƖ±|̅ ʞĜȺĊ ĜȺȡ Ǻȉ±ʘĜƶɔȡ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ˮ ŝƶȉʘĜŦˮ bʲ ȺĊ± lƶɔƖlĜŴ ĜƖ 

2014 (York Mix 2014). It is often cited as a case study due to its profuse archaeological 

remains, visible layers of history, and the high level of volunteer participation in heritage 

related activities (Delafons 1997, 99, Bahaire & Elliot-White 1999, Dicks 2003, 33, Grenville 

& Ritchie 2005, Symonds 2004, Hodges & Watson 2000, Neal & Roskams 2013). 

Ultimately, due to the methodological choices (discussed below) the decision was taken to 

±ʬǺŴƶȉ± ȺĊ± ̂ƌ"Ɩʲ ʞƶȉŴ|ȡ̃ (as several case studies) within one rather than several cities. 

And, whilst acknowledging the specificity of the  choice of this arena, the York focus 

remained.  

1.3 Structure of the thesis 

1.3.1 Theory Chapters 

In Chapter Two , heritage, and particularly the historic environment, is discussed as being 

defined by competing official and unofficial forces. These forces are allied with tangible 

and intangible heritage respectively but also integrate in a dialectical process of managing 

the past for and by those in the present (Lowenthal 1985, Graham 2002, 1003, Harvey 

2008, Schofield 2008, Harrison 2013). The development of localism policies and their 

impact upon  heritage management are then discussed as an important synthesis within 
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this dialectical relationship. Such policies were culminated in the Localism Act (2011), 

which has provided mechanisms which support local civic action. Whilst acknowledging 

the potential instrumentalisation of c ivic action (and subsequently, the pressurise to 

collaborate) best practice methods̚such as community archaeology and local listing̚

demonstrate that such interventions can incite beneficial disruptions of official narratives 

of place (Dicks 2003, Symonds 2004, Clifford 2010, Kiddey 2013, Graham 2014a, Locus 

Consultancy 2014, Parkinson et al 2016). Moreover, the concept of Community Asset 

Transfers (wherein local authorities transfers a lease of a heritage asset to a community 

organisation) is highlighted as a ruefully understudied process in local heritage 

management which requires further investigation alongside localism initiatives.  

Due to the continual challenges facing collaboration and the tendency of heritage 

theorists to stress hegemonic, discursive systems as substantial barriers, I examine a 

Ǻȉ±ʘ"Ŵ±ƖȺ ȺĊ±ƶȉ±ȺĜl"Ŵ "ȉôɔƌ±ƖȺ ʞĊĜlĊ ȠƌĜȺĊ Ċ"ȡ Ⱥ±ȉƌ±| ̄!ɔȺĊƶȉĜȡ±| ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± {Ĝȡlƶɔȉȡ±̅ 

(2006). After critically engaging with her epistemolog ical position (whereby an 

authoritative language restricts and fashions heritage) I highlight where she also 

acknowledges how ontological aspects (whereby being-in-the-world contributes to the 

making of it) might impact official heritage management. Developing this, I posit how 

ontological language occurs in contexts and in specific places by drawing upon the 

theories of Wittgenstein, Heidegger, Giddens, and Bourdieu. Considering social differences 

in society and places, my argument develops to an understanding of the assemblage of 

the multi -ȡĜȺ±| ƶȉ ̂multi -local̃ lĜȺʲ ˷Ƌ"ȉlɔȡ ̢̞̦̦ ̑ ̞̦̦̤ˮ Ȉƶ|ƌ"Ɩ ̟̝̝̠˸˯ " lĜȺʲ ƶí 

connected words and worlds, where local becomes entwined with global, and where 

contesting voices are propagated via a stream of mobilised technology and multi -media 

(Amin & Thrift 2002, 3, Latour 2005, 200, Urry 2007a & 2007b, Harrison 2013, 30-31).  

In Chapter Three how heritage value can be viewed within this concept of the multi -local 

city is explored. Firstly, heritage values are identified as being incorporated, alongside city-

wide strategies, within the vision (or ultimate goal) of sustainable development by national 

"Ɩ| Ŵƶl"Ŵ ôƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ˱ !íȺ±ȉ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺĜƖô ̂ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ̃ "ȡ "Ɩ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ± 

of a wide, shifting goal (currently bolstered by the NPPF), I explain how heritage values 

(which are required to contribute and support sustainable management) are also 
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inevitably shifting in priorities and terminology . In order to apply rigour to value collation, 

in spite of these shifts, it is important to demonstrate the varying expert methodologies 

which seek to bring values to the fore. Moreover, in considering the values of non-

practitioners̚who may have smaller scopes of concern in the multi-local city̚values are 

reconsidered as ̂motivate| "lȺĜƶƖ̃ íƶȉ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ĜƖ ȡǺ±lĜíĜl ǺŴ"l±ȡ˱ ʝĜȺĊ ȉ±í±ȉ±Ɩl± Ⱥƶ 

̂ĜƖȺ±ƖȺĜƶƖ ȺĊ±ƶȉʲ̃ bʲ !Ɩȡlƶƌb±ˮ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ l"Ɩ b± ȡ±±Ɩ "ȡ " ȉ±"ȡƶƖ±| Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ " 

desired vision (e.g. the renovation of a local church or an oral history exhibition in a 

library) which leads heritage volunteers to assimilate new knowledge as they seek this 

ɔŴȺĜƌ"Ⱥ± ôƶ"Ŵ˱ ěƖ ȺĊĜȡ íƶȉƌˮ ě ǺƶȡĜȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ± l"Ɩ b± ȡ±±Ɩ "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖ̃ 

which tie social interactions between individuals together. Community group s with shared 

value-action form  a collaborative ̂ŴĜƖ± ƶí íŴĜôĊȺ̃ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ íƶȉ ǺŴ"l±ȡˮ be these 

city-wide or localised ˷{±Ŵɔ±ˈ± ̑ óɔȺȺ"ȉĜ ̡̟̝̝ˮ ̟̟̣˸˱ ʝĊ±ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊĜȡ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖ̃ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ Ĝȡ 

the same for different groups (practitioners or volunteers) is questioned alo ngside the 

level of affluence and the capability of those with financial means, free time, and good 

Ċ±"ŴȺĊ Ⱥƶ "lȺ˱ ěƖ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉĜƖô |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ôȉƶɔǺȡˮ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ "Ɩ| ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖȡ̃ˮ ȺĊ± 

crux of the inquiry is highlighted:  

How do heritage value-actions compare between multi -local groups working 

towards visions within a city context?  

Through comparison, can one make recommendations of best practice for 

collaboration between groups? 

As part of considering this inquiry into value -action, various forms of visual media created 

by different groups are also discussed as signifying aspects of value. Essentially, multi-

modal methodological interventions are required to take account of uttered statements 

alongside ongoing action and visual media. 

1.3.2 Methodology, Site Selection & Research Questions: 

In Chapter Four I illustrate how the preceding theoretical considerations situate the 

research within a paradigmatic position. Considering the theoretical understanding of 

̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±-in-the-ƌ"ŦĜƖỗˮ " constructive  approach helps in order to understand how 

ȡ±ʘ±ȉ"Ŵ ƶʘ±ȉŴ"ǺǺĜƖô ʞƶȉŴ|ȡ lƶ±ʬĜȡȺ "Ɩ| "ȉ± "Ŵʞ"ʲȡ ̂±ƌ±ȉôĜƖỗ ˷{±ƖˈĜƖ ̑ ųĜƖlƶŴƖ ̟̝̞̞ˮ 
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102). Moreover, an interpretive  standpoint highlights that the researcher is not 

approaching these worlds from a position of nowhere  but is already entangled within 

them: evaluating their position  is vital (Law 2004, 68). The methodological approach of 

̂ƌɔlti -Ŵƶl"Ŵ ±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊʲ̃ Ċ±ŴǺ±| Ⱥƶ íƶlɔȡ ƶƖ movements between different (and 

entangled) ethnographic places in York (Marcus 1995, 1997, Rodman 2003, Ingold 2008b, 

Falzon 2009, Ryzewski 2012, Pink & Morgan 2013, 6) where heritage activities were 

occurring, either instigated by practitioners or by volunteers. In multi -local study, I 

lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ Ƌ"ȉlɔȡ̃ȡ lƶƌƌ±ƖȺȡ ƶƖ Ċƶʞ ȺĊ± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ |±ȡĜôƖ l"Ɩ evolve and compare such 

changing dynamics during the selection of sites:  

˹˲˺ ĜƖ ƌɔŴȺĜ-sited ethnography comparison emerges from putting questions to an 

emergent object of study whose contours, sites, and relationships are not known 

beforehand but are themselves a contribution of making an account that has 

different, complexly connected real-world sites of investigation  

(Marcus 1995, 102). 

As an inexperienced researcher, I became familiar with parts of York during an early 

exploratory period in the  first year. This resulted in connecting heritage activities to 

̂l±ƖȺȉ±ȡ̃ˮ ǺŴ"l±ȡ ƶȉ ȡĜȺ±ȡ "Ɩ| Ⱥƶ l±ȉȺ"ĜƖ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±ˮ íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ ȺĊ± ƋĜƖȡȺ±ȉˮ ȺĊ± kƶɔƖlĜŴˮ 

localised archaeology groups, various museums, touristic tours, etc. Using theoretical 

criteria (and reflecting on the emergence of participants through opportunistic sampling), 

the City of York Council and one emerging heritage asset transfer project̚ the Red Tower 

Project̚ were selected as sites for investigation. These sites eventually evolved as ̂place-

Ɩƶ|±ȡ̃ Ⱥƶ reflect the knot -like entanglements between them (Deleuze & Guttari 2004, 22, 

Ingold 2011a, 32-4). Moreover, after the emergence of these place-nodes, two more 

Heritage Asset Transfers, the Poppleton Tithe Barn and Holgate Windmill, were selected as 

case studies, where the transfers had been completed before 2011. The sequence of the 

research into these different place-nodes meant fieldwork took place initially at Red 

Tower, then the West Offices and lastly at the Tithe Barn and Holgate Windmill. However, 

the layout of the chapters does not follow the research sequence chronologically but 

instead reflects the narrowing of focus of the  localities of York (see Chapter Four, p122-3).  
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With the place nodes selected, the framing of the research questions followed . The 

research questions evolved to reflect a focus on different active heritage values, visions 

and the emergence of challenges and engagement practices; 

The Place-node Research Questions  

1. What heritage value-actions can be identified at the place-node? 

2. How do value-actions correspond to any identified visions of the place-node? 

3. If there are challenges & contrasting value-actions, what are these? 

4. What is the relationship between the place-node, and 

i. local collaboration and 

ii. other forms of engagement? 

5. Overall, what is the relationship between the place-node and associated localities? 

The Comparative Research Questions:  

6. What are the noticeable differences and similarities in the value-action processes 

between the place-nodes? 

7. In light of the above question, what  recommendations can be made for further 

collaborative heritage work between local authorities and community groups ? 

The methods used to answer these questions consisted of:  

¶ Ethnographic fieldnotes offering insight into processes of action at place -nodes, 

¶ Interview data (both individual and group) giving verbal accounts of practice,  

¶ Photography and selected visual media analysis which gave various visual accounts 

of practice and, 

¶ Contextual documentary information about the place-nodes in order to highligh t 

|Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ ȉƶŴ±ȡ ĜƖ ȡĊ"ǺĜƖô ǺŴ"l±ȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ˱ 

However, as a result of emerging contexts during fieldwork  the initial methods underwent 

development. For instance, my role as ethnographer with Red Tower participants evolved 

when I took on a consultative role as part of a feasibility project which led to collaborative 

ʞƶȉŦ ƶƖ ȺĊ± |±ȡĜôƖ ƶí |"Ⱥ" ô"ȺĊ±ȉĜƖô Ⱥ±lĊƖĜȅɔ±ȡ ˷Ĝ˱±˱ ̂í±±|b"lŦ íƶȉƌȡ̃˸˱ ìɔȉȺĊ±ȉƌƶȉ±ˮ ĜȺ 

became clear that the different place-nodes each proffered specific modes of 

collaboration depending on who was involved. For instance, I would interact with 
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Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ "Ⱥ "Ɩ ƶííĜl±ˮ "Ⱥ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ Ċƶƌ±ȡˮ ƶɔȺȡĜ|± ȺĊ± Ȉ±| ȹƶʞ±ȉˮ ƶȉ ĜƖ ƶȺĊ±ȉ 

interviewing locations. etc. As part of ethical practice, reflections were made alongside the 

data in order to document my evolving interaction with places and people (Haraway 1988, 

qted in Marcus 1995, 101; also Williams 2014). 

At the end of the methodological chapter, how the different datasets were subsequently 

analysed is identified. Data was gathered and organised within NVivo software. Interviews 

and fieldnotes were coded thematically (a form of categorising and organising data 

according to salient themes) (Ƞ"Ŵ|"Ɯ" 2009, 3). This was undertaken in order to seek 

relevant meaning to the theoretical framework. From this analysis of the data, I established 

value-action diagrams which demonstrated the different themes relevant to the processes 

of heritage management at each place-node. Three diagrams from each place-node (the 

Pre-2011 heritage asset transfers were combined) were presented in each data chapter 

and then compared and discussed in an overall analysis. 

1.3.3 Data & Findings 

As is mentioned above, the chapters follow a scaled approach to the localities of York. 

Hence, Chapter Five begins the presentation of the original data gathered from the 

ethnographic study of the City of York Council during a placement period of 

approximately forty -five days. This chapter identifies some of the pragmatic contradictions 

in understanding heritage value across several council service domains (e.g. archaeological 

management, Neighbourhood Planning and Communities and Equalities). Due to the 

variety of services, progression on group  activities was not captured in the data. Even so, 

the findings show that heritage value diversity is recognised by different practitioners even 

if there are challenges (both theoretical and practical) in incorporating it as workable data. 

Despite obvious tensions and difficulties, it is clear that specific staff within the council can, 

and do, employ best practice measures to undertake consultation and support of local 

ôȉƶɔǺȡ˱ Ƌƶȉ±ƶʘ±ȉˮ " Ŧ±ʲ Ⱥ±ȉƌ Ĝȡ Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíĜ±|˯ ̂Ǻ"ʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ ǺƶŴĜȺĜlȡ̃ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺȡ ȺĊ± separation 

between city-wide and more localised concerns held by local councillors and community 

groups. 

In Chapter Six ě Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ Ⱥʞƶ ̂ȺĜƌ±ŴĜƖ±ȡ̃ ˷ʞȉĜȺȺ±Ɩ ĜƖ lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ʞĜȺĊ lɔȉȉ±ƖȺ ȺȉɔȡȺ±±ȡ˸ ƶí 

the Tithe Barn and Holgate Windmill asset transfer projects which occurred before the 
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2011 Localism Act. Through the writing of project timelines, both of which span over a 

|±l"|±ˮ ̂ȉ±ȺȉƶȡǺ±lȺĜʘ±̃ "Ɩ| lƶƖȡȺȉɔlȺĜʘ± ĜƖȡĜôĊȺ ʞ"ȡ "lȅɔĜȉ±|˱ !ŴƶƖô ʞĜȺĊ "Ɩ "llƶɔƖȺ ƶí ȺĊ± 

shaping of the localities surrounding each asset, and some examination of how each 

project has since impacted the locality, this chapter highlights local dynamics and the 

engagement between community groups , councils and other organisations. Furthermore, 

the visual media analysis undertaken highlights the role of media in generating local 

collaboration , engagement and the enhancement of heritage value over time.  

Chapter Seven begins with an account of the shaping of the localities surrounding the 

Red Tower, and the roles of various local authorities played in creating them. Following 

this, a chronological timeline of the Red Tower project, the recent asset transfer project̚

in which I collaborated with volunteers between 2014-2016̚is laid out. Fieldwork data 

(interviews, fieldnotes and visual media) was thematically coded data within NVivo and 

was subsequently dug into and sifted. This allowed specific key moments to become 

±ʘĜ|±ƖȺ |ɔȉĜƖô ȺĊ± ʞȉĜȺĜƖô Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ "Ɩ| ȉ±ȡɔŴȺ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ± lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ̂Ȉ±| ȹƶʞ±ȉ {Ĝ"ȉĜ±ȡ.̃ 

Notably, a combination of coding visual media within NVivo and applying a visual toolkit  

revealed how visual media functions and is mobile (Urry 2007b) within the project̚these 

movementȡ ˷ȉ±í±ȉȉ±| Ⱥƶ "ȡ ̂ʘ±ŴƶlĜȺʲ̃) are attributed to the establishment of several 

working relationships. Moreover, thro ugh interrogating different multi -local groups in the 

areas proximate to Red Tower (i.e. residents, Wallwalkers, volunteers) I gained insight into 

the local dynamics, which are discussed in terms of challenges and opportunities for 

collaboration. 

Chapter Eight  is the penultimate analytical chapter. Here I compare the data from the 

different place-nodes and discuss the potential connections between them. From these 

comparisons the findings of the project emerged and appropriate recommendations ̚

towards cultivating further collaborative relationships̚were drawn. One interesting 

aspect gleaned from the findings is that visions come at different points in time within the 

different case nodes. With the Pre-2011 asset case studies, contrasting visions (and values-

actions) did not ultimately impact the success of the transfer and the ability to change 

opinions, or direction, is key to progressive collaboration. Moreover, the findings show 

that timely place-b"ȡ±| Ĝȡȡɔ±ȡ ƶȉ ̂Ǻ"ʘ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ ǺƶŴĜȺĜlȡ̃ˮ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ±ʬĜȡȺ±Ɩl± ˷ƶȉ Ŵack) of 
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community infrastructure (such as existing community groups) and physical access (or 

barriers) to groups, implicit in the manifestation of localities, emerge as tangible ethical 

implications that need to be considered within practice. The recommendations offered to 

both the local council and forthcoming Heritage Asset Projects include, for example, the 

need for clearer accounts of how values and feedback are worked into decision-making, 

clear engagement plans tailored to places, the organisational delegation of tasks and the 

contradictory need to be opportunistic in cultivating collaborative relationships.  

Lastly, that heritage value can be enhanced through the process of asset transfer is 

obviously something that could be applied to any given herit age project. As a result, the 

Ⱥ±ȉƌ ̄ʘ"Ŵɔ± lƶ-lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ̅ Ĝȡ ȺĊ±Ɩ ±ʬ"ƌĜƖ±| "ȡ " ǺƶȺ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲ ɔȡ±íɔŴ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ íƶȉ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± 

management and place-based interventions, which accounts for the enhancement of value 

by key players in projects. 

Chapter Nine reviews the both positive outcomes of the project and the methodological 

challenges. The method of multi -local ethnography is deemed theoretically important but 

lȉ±"Ⱥ±ȡ " lĊ"ŴŴ±Ɩô± Ⱥƶ Ɩ"ʘĜô"Ⱥ± "Ɩ| "Ɩ"Ŵʲȡ± ȺĊ±ȡ± Ⱥ±ȉȉ"ĜƖȡ ʞĜȺĊ "Ɩ ±ȅɔ"Ŵ ̂ȡǺȉ±"|̃ ƶí |"Ⱥ" 

(in terms of quality and quantity). Comparing values across these place-nodes however, 

does feature as a strength in understanding how participants operate towards different 

remits of place. Thereafter, the concepts of official and unofficial forces in heritage are 

revisited, to demonstrate how the research has been impacted by the fieldwork.  

Having presented the outline of the research and structure of the whole thesis, the 

theoretical roots of the project are now laid out. This begins with a review on the 

relationship between local and collaborative heritage management (Chapter Two) and 

subsequently how local can be acknowledged alongside the examination of heritage 

values (Chapter Three). 
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2: Theoretical DiscussionñCollaboration in 
Local Heritage Management 

  

2.0 Introduction  
This chapter is comprised of two parts. The first part outlines the pragmatic issue of the 

study, which is concerned with the various opportunities for  collaboration (the co -

operation required towards the  setting and achieving of shared goals) between local 

authorities and community organisations in the management of heritage within cities. To 

start, I briefly discuss the concepts of heritage and the historic environment within an 

ɔȉb"Ɩ lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ˱ ě ȺĊ±Ɩ Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíʲ Ⱥʞƶ ̂ȡȺĜlŦĜƖô ǺƶĜƖȺȡ̃ ĜƖ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ȺĊeory which highlight 

collaborative practice between local authorities and community groups as an inevitable 

challenge. Following this, I demonstrate how the term local has become an increasingly 

ȡĜôƖĜíĜl"ƖȺ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ ĜƖ °ƖôŴ"Ɩ|̃ȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ȡ±lȺƶȉ˱ ȹĊĜȡ lƶƌƌ±ƖȺary takes account of the 

impact of the 2011 Localism Act, which affords more decision-making powers to 

community organisations and subsequently establishes new dynamics of collaboration. I 

then pinpoint the term collaboration in the context of global and l ocal heritage policy and 

identify various challenges impeding this increasingly sought endeavour. Subsequently, I 

review three specific heritage management processes (i.e. designation, planning and 

representation) where collaborative interventions occur, before introducing an 

understudied phenomenon which is highly relevant to collaborative local heritage 

management in cities: that of Community Asset Transfer.  

In the second part of this chapter, the theoretical approach to these pragmatic issues is 

developed. Firstly, it is noted that language and discourses are considered as significant 

barriers to collaborative heritage management. However, there is a need to develop a 

theoretical position that also considers the role that local (as place) plays in enabling (or 

disabling) collaborative relationships between local authorities and community groups  in 

general˱  ȹƶ |±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"Ⱥ± ȺĊ± ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖˮ ě lȉĜȺĜl"ŴŴʲ ȉ±ʘĜ±ʞ ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ !ɔȺĊƶȉĜȡ±| ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± 

{Ĝȡlƶɔȉȡ± ˷̟̝̝̣˸ "Ɩ| |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ Ċ±ȉ Ŧ±ʲ ȺĊ±ƶȉʲ ĜƖ ŴĜôĊȺ ƶí ̂Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô±-ô"ƌ±ȡ̃ "s put forward by 

Ludvig Wittgenstein. Developing this further, I put forward the phenomenological 
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arguments by Martin Heidegg er ([1927] 2001) which connect local Ⱥƶ ̂b±ĜƖô-the-ʞƶȉŴ|̃˱ 

ȹĊȉƶɔôĊ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉĜƖô ȺĊ±ƶȉĜȡȺȡ ȡɔlĊ "ȡ óĜ||±Ɩȡ "Ɩ| Ƞ±ƖƖ±ȺȺˮ ̂Ŵƶl"Ŵ±ȡ̃ "ȉ± laid out as arenas 

íƶȉ ̄±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ |ĜǺŴƶƌ"lʲ̅ ˷Ƞ±ƖƖ±ȺȺ ̟̝̞̟˸ ʞĊĜlĊ ±Ɩlƶɔȉ"ô± ̂ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±ȡ̃ Ⱥƶ b± 

acknowledged in order to foster meaningful collaboration. The argument then extends to 

consider how collaborative communication in cities can occur throu gh visual media. 

Subsequently, the argument develops to consider the city as a complex meshwork of 

words, visuals, people and place. In short, the city is both  fragmented and connected. The 

places within it can be seen as multi-local in nature (Marcus 1995, Rodman 2003).  

Thus, to underline both pragmatic issues and theoretical approach, I turn to consider first 

the definition of heritage within the city context.  

2.1 The Rise of Local in Heritage Management 

2.1.1 Heritage Definitions 

This section outlines a discussion concerning the definition of  the term heritage and 

includes contrasting definitions between ôfficial  ̃and ûnofficial  ̃forces. In England since 

ȺĊ± ̞̦̥̝̃ȡˮ heritage has officially become the term that covers the historic environment , 

cultural landscapes and museum collections. Of particular focus within this study is the 

urban historic environment which is maintained through nat ionally standardised heritage 

management processes (e.g. designation, planning, and representation) all of which have 

undergone gone rapid expansion over the last fifty years (Hunter & Ralston 1993, Larkham 

1999 & 2003, Renfrew 2000, Smith 2004, 1-2, Fowler 2006, Jameson 2008, 42, Harrison 

2013).  

Thus, within an urban and city context,  the historic environment  is officially understood as 

the physical buildings, structures, monuments, sculptures, archaeological remains, historic 

sites and places or land/cityscapes of importance that make a city distinct. These tangible 

assets are identified by defined criteria, which are assessed by experts within the heritage 

sector who are guided by both international frameworks (i.e. Athens Charter 1931, Venice 

Charter 1964, Jokilehto 2009, 284 & 288-9) and current national policy (Larkham 1999, 

Tunbridge 2008b, 236, Thomas 2008, 139; also see next section). However, these official 

management processes have long been criticised as favouring a tangible definition of 

heritage at the expense of more localised and nuanced understandings of how humans 
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interact with their pasts. Moreover, in England the expansion of heritage management 

processes (e.g. ȺĊ± ĜƖlȉ±"ȡ± ƶí ŴĜȡȺ±| bɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡ˸ Ċ"ȡ b±±Ɩ Ǻ±ȉl±Ĝʘ±| "ȡ ̀ƌ"Ɩɔí"lȺɔȉ±|̃ bʲ 

ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖȡ ȉ±"lȺĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± lƶɔƖȺȉʲ̃ȡ |±lŴĜƖ± "ȡ "Ɩ ±lƶƖƶƌĜl Ǻƶʞ±ȉ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ʞƶȉŴ|̚with a 

subsequent reliance on the tourism industry̚since the 1950s (Wright 1985, Hewison 

̡̞̦̥ˮ ȹ"ʲŴƶȉ ̡̞̦̦˸˱ ! Ⱥȉ±Ɩ| ƶí ̂ǺŴ"le-bȉ"Ɩ|ĜƖỗ ĜƖ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl lĜȺĜ±ȡˮ "rguably commencing in 

the nineteenth century  (Jäger 2003), has continued; consequently, tangible herit age is 

increasingly utilised economically to encourage a global audience of international visitors 

and businesses (Curr 1984, Lowenthal 1985, Hobsbawn 1992, Grenville 1993, Lovering 

2007, Thomas 2008 140-1, Harrison 2010a, 11 & 2013, 8, Wilson 2014). In reaction against 

economic reductions of heritage, a more complex, local and culturally specific view has 

been advocated by heritage theorists and activists. Over the last twenty years a wide 

variety of localised or culturally specific conceptions of heritage, such as speech, food, 

music, folklore, crafts, performances and other traditions, have been internationally 

recognised as valuable intangible heritages and heritage practices through the publication 

of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Nara Document on 

Authenticity (1994), the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter (1979, 1999 & 2013), and the 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Convention on 

the Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage (2003; see also Vecco 2010, Winter 2014). 

Whether all heritage can be neatly catergorised as either intangible or tangible has 

prompted a  debate (Byrne 2008a, 158, Smith & Akagawa 2009, Harrison & Rose 2010, 

272-3, Tunbridge et al 2013, 367). Without going into the particulars here (as they will be 

continued thro ughout the study) t his debate reflects two sticking points in heritage theory 

which forms a problematic binary. Firstly, that tangible heritage is frequently  associated 

with nationally standardised official forces and heritage management (Gonzalez 2014, 

Watson & Waterton 2015a, 2) whilst intangible  heritage is equally associated with 

unofficial forces and the myriad of localised heritage practices that do not place emphasis 

management of the physical environment (Smith & Akagawa 2009). And as a 

subsequence, there remain profound and tense contrasts between official/tangible and 

unofficial/intangible definitions of heritage .  

The binary of official versus unofficial heritage definitions has continually been scrutinised 

and complicated in heritage research (Jamal & Kim 2005, Harvey 2008, Thomas 2008, 139, 
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Harrison 2010a, 11, Waterton & Watson 2015a, 7). For example, whether official definitions  

of heritage have the power to  hold absolute dominion over all definitions of heritage 

(including unofficial)  has been questioned. For instance, Merriman (1991), demonstrated 

that the desire for the past is a very personal experience; he warned against the 

assumption that people are receptacles of ideological messages and challenges the idea 

that the past can be fully cont rolled by institutions (26; see also Robertson 2008, 147). By 

contrast, Watson and Waterton (2015a) have since highlighted how mass popularity̚

influenced by officialising market trends̚can shape the personal perceptions of the past 

(5). Indeed, it has been highlighted that people (on mass) seek the past due to the 

pressure and pace of technologically advanced hypermodern lifestyles (Schofield & 

Harrison 2010, 4, Harrison 2010c). Thus, officialising forces are therefore implicit within the 

wider circumstances of existing in a globalised world. But simultaneously, the wideness of 

these circumstance allows room for multiple experiences of living  in the present and 

relationships with the past, and thus allows for diverse definitions. Essentially, this thesis 

fol lows the ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ ɔǺĊƶŴ|ĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ ̄ĊĜȡȺƶȉʲ Ĝȡ ȺĊ± ʞƶȉŦ ƶí " ȺĊƶɔȡ"Ɩ| |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ċ"Ɩ|ȡ̅ˮ 

ʞĊ±ȉ±bʲ ̂ɔƖƶííĜlĜ"Ŵ̃ˮ bƶȺȺƶƌ-ɔǺ ƶȉ ̂ôȉ"ȡȡȉƶƶȺȡ̃ ǺȉƶŞ±lȺȡ lƶɔƖȺ±ȉ "Ɩ| |ĜȡȉɔǺȺ ̂ƶííĜlĜ"Ŵ̃ 

definitions (Samuel 2013, 11). Such a standpoint also upholds that heritage defini tions are 

formed within a d̂ialectical relationship̃̚ thus, official and unofficial definitions of 

heritage are not fixed but in constant and gradual evolution  whereby each influences the 

other (Harrison 2013, 20; also Atkinson 2008, 385, Harrison 2015). Essentially, the existence 

of an ongoing dialectical relationship can be understood as a democratic heritage 

practice, carried out by the global population to suit both their present and localised 

needs (Waterton 2007, 22, Byrne 2008a, Graham & Howard 2008, Crouch 2010, Harrison 

2015, Watson & Waterton 2015a, 2).  

Whilst acknowledging the potential for  dialectical heritage practices, it important  is to 

note that contrasts between official/unofficial  heritage definitions  remain prevalent and 

that the ambition to create judicious collaboration between official and unofficial forces in 

heritage practices remains a ȡĜôƖĜíĜl"ƖȺ lĊ"ŴŴ±Ɩô±˱ ěƖ ȺĊĜȡ ȡȺɔ|ʲˮ ȺĊ± ̂Ĝ|±"Ŵ̃ lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜƶƖ 

|ȉ"ʞȡ íȉƶƌ ĉ"b±ȉƌ"ȡ̃ȡ ˷̞̦̦̝˸ ȡȺ"Ɩ|"ȉ|˰ lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜƶƖ Ĝȡ |±íĜƖ±| "ȡ " ȡǺ±lĜ"Ŵ ȡlĜ±Ɩl± ƶí 

co-operation or craft of decision-making between people, who together set and achieve 

shared goals (also Sennett 2012). Collaboration is highly significant to civic action, which is 
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defined as the activities carried out by voluntary individuals, community  groups and 

community organisations in order to change or improve  public facilities, service access or 

policies towards wider justice (and thus can embody the linchpin of unofficial forces) . 

Essentially, collaboration is the dynamic needed in order to direct these aims to be widely 

effective. Within the heritage sector, the official forces are oft viewed as fashioning (self-

purposefully) collaboration  with the unofficial forces and thus pressurising civic action 

(often in line with present-centred policies). Whilst this renders such collaboration as 

instrumentalist, ȺĊ± ̂l"ȺlĊ Ⱥʞ±ƖȺʲ-Ⱥʞƶ̃ ĜƌǺŴĜlĜȺ Ċ±ȉ± Ĝȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ dialectical relationships 

between the unofficial and official forces requires forms of collaboration and civic action 

as part of democracy. In order to understand how judicious collaboration  can occur, the 

purpose of this chapter is to narrow a focus on when  and where  collaboration  between 

official and unofficial  forces come about. And in addition,  this thesis seeks to explore 

tangible heritage and the historic environment̚particularly that of physical place within a 

city arena̚as having a part to play within the establishment of collaboratives 

relationships between official and unofficial forces. Researching how collaboration occurs 

in places has the ability to increase understanding (and therefore best practices) into the  

complexity of  the binary between tangible /official  and intangible /unofficial  definitions of 

heritage. 

To summarise this section, considering heritage as a practice by society indicates that 

binaries of official and unofficial definitions, rather than remaining ever fully separate, are 

ever in contestation or collaboration  with each other and thus evolve over time. Tangible 

heritage̚including the concept of place and local̚rather than remaining ever connected 

to official definitions  of heritage, may play an active part in such processes and potentially 

impact the collaborat ive efforts (including ones of unofficial  impetus). To explore this 

position further, a discussion is required to out line why the physical historic environment 

is important to official  heritage policy in England, to the changing role of local authorities 

in managing cities and to the increasing efforts towards collaborative place-based 

heritage management. 
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2.1.2 The Simultaneous Rise and Decrease of ôLocalõ in Heritage 

Management: 

The concept of local has several meanings: it can mean a demarcation of place, a system 

of authority  (i.e. local authority), or a colloquial reference to a resident (Meskell 2005, 82). 

Local, a multifaceted concept, has become increasingly significant to heritage 

management in England through  the bonding  of the historic environment  to localities, the 

role of local authorities and the strengthening of  the localism agenda within the latte r half 

of the twentieth century (Davoudi & Strange 2009, 8, Fairclough 2010, 129, Schofield & 

Szymanski 2011, Gentry 2013, 510, Lennox 2016, 54). An outline of the major trends and 

policy developments on the focus of  local (both in terms of the delineation of the historic 

environment within places and the reconfiguration of local authority powers ) is laid out  

below; definitive accounts can be found within other works (see Ross 1996, Delafons 1997, 

Cookson 2000, Clark 2001b, Glendinning 2013, Emerick 2014, Jackson 2016, Lennox 2016). 

The development of heritage management in England has a long history; traces of care 

towards ancient structures are notable as far back as the Tudors and this care intensified 

into civic activity and protective legislation in the late 1800s (Ross 1996, 12, Delafons 1997, 

Emerick 2014, 29, Lennox 2016 and see section 3.2). Here, in order to demonstrate the 

changing importance of local areas and role of local authorit ies in heritage management, 

this study commences after the beginning of the 20th century, with surveying and 

scheduling of ancient monuments by the Royal Commission of Ancient Monuments in 

1908 (Emerick 2014, 49, Gilman & Newman 2018). This national inventory primarily logged 

the status of prehistoric and Roman monuments and earthworks, and English secular and 

ecclesiastical monuments (Emerick 2014, 62). Thus, the types of structures that could be 

scheduled (and therefore offered protection) were initially highly specific. Notably, by 

1913, local authorities were given powers to purchase such monuments and assume 

guardianship (Ross 1996, 13). Yet, ȺĊ± |±íĜƖĜȺĜƶƖ ƶí ̂ƌƶƖɔƌ±ƖȺȡ̃ ±ʬlŴɔ|±| ȺʲǺ±ȡ ƶí 

buildings (i.e. Victorian and Georgian architecture). Reacting to fears and lobbying by 

specialist heritage amenity groups over the potentia l and actual destruction of such 

historic buildings  between the two worlds war years, the government passed the 1923 

Housing Act (Ross 1996, 17). This recommended that buildings of ̄ȡǺ±lĜ"Ŵ "ȉlĊĜȺ±lȺɔȉ"Ŵˮ 
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historic or artistic interest attaching to a localiȺʲ̅ ȉ±ȅɔĜȉ±| ǺȉƶȺ±lȺĜƶƖ by local authorities 

(Housing Act 1923 cited in Delafons 1996, 38, qtd in Lennox 2016, 55). Notably, there was 

ŴĜȺȺŴ± ±ʬǺŴ"Ɩ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ʞĊ"Ⱥ " ̂Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺʲ̃ lƶƖȡĜȡȺ±| ƶí "Ɩ| ȺĊĜȡ stance was dropped in the 1932 

Housing Act which instead focused solely on individual ̂"ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ̃ "ȡ ancient monuments or 

buildings of architectural merit ( Ross 1996, 17, Delafons 1997, 38, Larkham 1999, 106). The 

1932 Act also gave more applied powers to local authorities to apply preservation orders 

upon historic  buildings, confirmed by the Secretary of State (Ross 1996, 11&17; also Baker 

1999, 5, Clark 2001b, 67). Following the aftermath of  the Second World War, this asset-

centric approach was strengthened in the 1940s with establishment of the National 

Buildings Record in 1941 (a national survey of historic buildings), the Town and Country 

ǹŴ"ƖƖĜƖô "lȺ ƶí ̡̡̞̦ ˷ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ ȺĊ± ̂ųĜȡȺ±| aɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡ̃ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ ʞ"ȡ ±ȡȺ"bŴĜȡĊ±|, replacing 

preservation orders) and the 1947 Town and Planning Act (which meant that local 

authoriti es̃  permission had to be given in order for any changes to be made to a listed 

building) (Ross 1996, 18-20). However, the increasing of inventories of heritage assets and 

strengthening of powers for local authorities could not allay the nationwide post -war 

redevelopment of towns and the creation of new urban and suburban areas which took 

place in the 1950s-60s (24). In recognition of the destructive impact of urban renewal  

upon the historic environment , an area-centric ƶȉ ̂Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺʲ̃ approach (as hinted in the 1923 

Act) was more fully developed (25). TĊ± ̄ǹŴ"ƖƖĜƖô aɔŴŴ±ȺĜƖ ƕƶ̞ˮ ȹƶʞƖ k±ƖȺȉ±ȡ˰ !ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ 

Ⱥƶ Ȉ±Ɩ±ʞ"Ŵ̅ l"ŴŴ±| Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ± ̄ȺĊ± ȉƶŴ± ƶí lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ "Ɩ| ƶí lƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ 

ĜƖ ȉ±Ɩ±ʞ"Ŵ ȡlĊ±ƌ±ȡ̅ ±ʘ±ƖȺɔ"ŴŴʲ Ŵ±"|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí kƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶn Areas being 

formalised into the Civic Amenities Act in 1967 (Clark 2001b, 68). Notably, Conservation 

Areas were designated Ⱥƶ ̄ǺȉƶȺ±lȺ ȺĊ± ȡǺ±lĜ"Ŵ "ȉlĊĜȺ±lȺɔȉ"Ŵ "Ɩ| ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺ ƶí " ǺŴ"l± 

- in other words the features that make it unique and distinlȺĜʘ±̅ ˷ĉ° ̟̝̞̤"˸. Conservation 

Areas thus Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉŴʲ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ " lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ̂Ŵƶl"Ŵ̃ "Ɩ| "ȉlĊĜȺ±lȺɔȉ"Ŵ lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ 

a limited area such as historic centres within towns and cities and could be applied solely 

by local authorities without the Secȉ±Ⱥ"ȉʲ ƶí ȠȺ"Ⱥ±̃ȡ "ǺǺȉƶʘ"Ŵ (Ross 1996, 27). Thereafter, 

the 1970-80s indicates a period of heightened capacity in heritage management by local 

authorities. It saw: 

¶ the increase of Conservation Areas in cities;  

¶ the emergence of the conservation officer and city archaeologists;  



33 

 

¶ the subsequent establishment of Site and Monuments Records which were 

updated by the new heritage staff;  

¶ increased controls to unlisted buildings within Conservations Areas through the 

1971 and 1974 Planning Acts;  

¶ the establishment of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (AMAA 

1979); 

¶ the formation of Areas of Archaeological Importance (AAI) (eventually designated 

to five cities, including York) (Thomas 1993 & 2008, Cookson 2000, 66 & 302-3, 

Renfrew 2000, x, Lennox 2016, 252, Gilman & Newman 2018). 

In 1984, the Historic Buildings and Monum ents Commission for England (shorthanded to 

Ênglish Heritagẽ) was formed as an advisory body to the Secretary of State on the 

maintenance and designations of archaeology, monuments and listed buildings  and also 

compiled their own register of historic parks and gardens (Ross 1996, 31, Larkham 1999, 

110-13, Renfrew 2000, ix, Cullingworth & Nadin 2002, 252). By this time, records of newly 

designated assets were continually updated by local authorities and added to their  Listed 

Buildings or Sites and Monuments Records and confirmed by Secretary of State. 

Eventually, work by English Heritage and the Royal Commission resulted in the 

computerisation of  these records (Gillman & Newman 2018).  

Heritage management in cities, a process of conflict between forces of change and 

conservation, was enacted within  a clime of increasingly contrasting priorities  of local 

authorities during  the 1980s. Emphasis was placed ƶƖ ĜƖlȉ±"ȡĜƖô ȺĊ± ̄ƶǺ±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± free 

ƌ"ȉŦ±Ⱥ̅ "Ɩ| ±lƶƖƶƌĜl ôȉƶʞȺĊ ĜƖ ǺŴ"ƖƖĜƖô ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ íƶȉ lĜȺĜ±ȡ ˷"Ŵȡƶ ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜƖô "Ɩ ĜƖlȉ±"ȡ± ƶí 

ȺĊ± ̂Ɩ±ƶ-ŴĜb±ȉ"Ŵ̃ ƌ"ȉŦ±Ⱥ˸˯ ȺĊĜȡ increased the threat upon historic buildings and sites 

(Strange & Whitney 2003, 220, Fairclough 2010, 129). In reaction against the threat, during 

the following decade two key polices reinforced the consideration of archaeology and the 

historic environment i n planning policies during this  continued economic climate: 

P̂lanning Policy Guidance 16̃ highlighted archaeology as a material consideration in 

planning whilst its counterpart, P̂lanning Policy Guidance 15̃, focused on the historic 

environment and conservation areas (Cullingworth & Nadin 2002, 252). With these two 

polices in place, and with work supported by English Heritage, the historic environment  
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was promoted as a resource for cities rather than a hindrance, particularly with regards to 

historic quarters and centres (Tiesdale et al 1996, Pickard 2001, Strange & Whitney 2003, 

̟̟̤˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ƌƶʘ± ǺɔȺ ±ƌǺĊ"ȡĜȡ ƶƖ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí ̂ȉ±ô±Ɩ±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ̃˰ ȺĊ± l"Ǻ"lĜȺʲ íƶȉ ȺĊ± 

̂ȡǺȉɔl±| ɔǺ̃ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ Ⱥƶ ƌ"Ŧ± Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ȉ±"ȡ ĜƖ ȺƶʞƖȡ "ȺȺȉ"lȺĜʘ± "Ɩ| ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ⱥ± 

ʘ"ȉĜƶɔȡ "ȡǺ±lȺ ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ ±lƶƖƶƌʲ˱ ìƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ °ƖôŴĜȡĊ ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ȡ °lƶƖƶƌĜl Ȉ±ô±Ɩ±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ 

Schemes (HERS) sought to utilise heritage in supǺƶȉȺĜƖô ̄Ɩ±ĜôĊbƶɔȉĊƶƶ| bɔȡĜƖ±ȡȡ±ȡˮ ĊĜôĊ 

streets, "Ɩ| lƶȉƖ±ȉ ȡĊƶǺȡ̅ˮ " ȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôʲ developed further  in their publication Ĉonservation 

Led Regeneratioñ (Cullingworth & Nadin 2002, 244, Pendlebury 2002, 157). Various 

publications continued this ongoing trend between places and heritage into the new 

millennium, including the P̂ower of Placẽ (2000) by English Heritage which in turn 

influenced the governmental publication F̂orce for Our Futurẽ by the Department for 

Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS 2001). Later a ȉ±ǺƶȉȺ lƶʘ±ȉĜƖô ȺĊ± ̄ȈƶŴ± ƶí ȺĊ± ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl 

aɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡ ĜƖ ɓȉb"Ɩ Ȉ±ô±Ɩ±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ̅ ˷ĉƶɔȡ± ƶí kƶƌƌƶƖȡ ̟̝04), recommended that historic 

character assessments were put forward as best practice for local authorities (13)̚

Character Areas thus became another method of delineating the historic environment in 

urban areas. By this point, enhancing the historic environment was overtly connected to 

the increase of capitalist potential of places in cities; it was seen to not only cultivate 

business opportunity but also civic activity towards the increased deregulation of 

governance and also, by the 1990s, notions of sustainable development (Strange & 

Whitney 2003, 219, Davoudi & Strange 2009, 8; also see Chapter Three). Identifying  the 

historic environment as part of  the character of place and a regenerative tool became the 

remit of local authorities  during  the next decade; the L̂yons Inquirỹ  of 2007 particularly 

emphasised the rƶŴ± ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ ôƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ̄place-shaping  ̅of local areas and further 

reinforced the positive relationship between localised heritage management and the 

economy (Lyons 2007).  

Evidently, English Heritage had played a leading role in the establishing policy guidance 

regarding heritage (and the historic environment ) during the late 1990s and early 2000s. It 

had acted as vanguard in bringing the importance of local places to the fore  and was 

relied upon for its trusted expertise. However, another advisory body to the government , 

established outside the designation of the historic environment̚yet equally vital to 

understanding the link between heritage and local areas̚ became the Heritage Lottery 
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Fund (HLF), formed in 1994. The HLF̃ ȡ key role as a funding body was to allocate funding 

to museums, historic groups, local authorities and community  organisations through the 

funds raised via the National Lottery , as administered by the National Heritage Memorial 

Fund (Clark 2004, Lennox 2016, 99). Its initial objectives were to alleviate social deprivation 

whilst also creating heritage benefits; encourage access for diverse publics; to enhance 

knowledge of and interest in heritage for children and young people ; to work towards  

sustainable development (Heritage Lottery Fund 1999 qtd. in Lennox 2016, 74). Through 

its approach, which focused on the lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ̄ʞhat heritage means to 

lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ "Ɩ| ȡĜƌɔŴȺ"Ɩ±ƶɔȡŴʲ ̄ȡȺȉ±ƖôȺĊ±ƖĜƖô lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ (Clark 2004, 66, Holden 

2004) HLF forged an essential link between the professional heritage sector and wider 

English populations. Eventually, after adjusting its strategic aims and, significantly, the 

definition of heritage  (to include a wide range of historic environment s, objects and 

intangible heritage  to correspond with its strong community  focus) HLF began delivering 

findings from research into public valueˮ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ̂Ɩ±±|ȡ íƶȉ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ to the Secretary of 

State (Heritage Lottery Fund 2002, Clark 2004, 67-8, Hewison 2004). It achieved this by 

assessing the effectiveness of funding towards a variety of funding programmes aimed at 

different types of heritage or community gr oups (e.g. Young Roots, the Public Parks 

Initiative, and the Townscape Heritage Initiative) and assessing outcomes at national, 

regional and local levels (Clark 2004, 69). Highly relevant to this study is the Townscape 

Heritage Initiative (THI), which allotted funding to local areas, particularly neglected town-

centres; this initiative was assessed to understand changing attitudes in local perception of 

the townscapes after funding had been allocated (Shipley et al 2004, Reeve & Shipley 

2014). Whilst such research generated further methodological questions and  unexpected 

answers, HLF had begun to  pave the way in understanding how impact of funding  could 

be measured: for instance, showing those who benefitted  from HLF funding to historic 

sites and categorising participants into different relationships to those sites (Clark & 

Maeer 2008, 29; see also section 3.4). Essentially, through the monitoring and evaluation 

of funding allocations the  HLF continues to play a vital role in supplementing knowledge 

(and therefore shaping policy) into  definitions  and relevance of heritage for different  

population s in England. 
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By the early 2000s, other technical information  about the historic environment increased 

and connected with certain bodies of expertise. English Heritage had merged with Royal 

Commission in 1999 resulting in streamlining of archives and other repositories (Gilman & 

Newman 2018). Site and Monuments Records had been revised by both these bodies and 

eventually became referred to as Historic Environment Records (HER) to indicate the 

expansion in definition of the historic environment  (Gillman & Newman 2018). These 

digital records, kept within local authorities,  eventually included all types of designations 

and could be researched by the public at a fee: in this sense, local authorities were still an 

important gatekeeper  of technical knowledge about  the historic environment . However, 

by this time, the role of local authorities had also begun to be drastically reconfigured by 

the increasing trend of devolution pol icies and questions about their ability to maintain 

cultural services had already been asked (Davies & Selwood 1998, Crewe 2016). Ripples of 

this change were shown within heritage policy , albeit with fluctuating weight . In 2008, the 

Heritage White Paper asǺĜȉ±| Ⱥƶ bɔĜŴ| " ȡĜƖôŴ± ̄Ŵ±ôĜȡŴ"ȺĜʘ± íȉ"ƌ±ʞƶȉŦ íƶȉ ȺĊ± Ɩ"ȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ 

|±ȡĜôƖ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| lƶƖȡ±ƖȺȡ̅ ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ ±Ɩlƶɔȉ"ô± ̄ôȉ±"Ⱥ±ȉ ɔƖĜíĜl"ȺĜƶƖ "Ⱥ Ŵƶl"Ŵ Ŵ±ʘ±Ŵ̅ "Ɩ| Ⱥƶ 

also encourage local community groups to inform heritage designations (DCMS 2007, 6). 

Its recommendations were criticised as impractical (Smith & Waterton 2008) and in 

addition, were never adopted. Meanwhile, the Planning Policy Statement Five (PPS5) 

(replacing PPG 15 & 16 in 2010) strengthened the tie between the historic environment , 

local character an| ̄ȡ±Ɩȡ± ƶí ǺŴ"l±̅ ˷{kųó ̟̝̞̝ˮ ̟ˮ ų±ƖƖƶʬ ̟̝̞̣ˮ ̤̥˸˱ Devolution policies 

were then further strengthened  following  the recession of 2008-2011 when the Coalition 

Government (Liberal Democrats and Conservatives) cancelled the PPS5 and moved 

towards a more overt devolution of  power to local community groups  through their 

lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí ȺĊ± ̂aĜô ȠƶlĜ±Ⱥʲ̃˱ ȹĊ± ôƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ ±Ɩl"ǺȡɔŴ"Ⱥ±| this move within the Localism 

Act (DCLG 2011a), in concurrence with the new National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG 

2012), both of which strengthened the notion that locally -sourced practices̚ i.e. from 

community groups  generally̚could cultivate both social and economic opportunities. 

The Localism Act particularly emphasised the need for local people to take the mantle of 

making places goo| Ⱥƶ ŴĜʘ± ĜƖ˰ ̄óƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ "ŴƶƖ± |ƶ±ȡ ƖƶȺ ƌ"Ŧ± ôȉ±"Ⱥ ǺŴ"l±ȡ Ⱥƶ ŴĜʘ±ˮ 

people do. People who look out for their neighbours, who take pride in their street and 

ô±Ⱥ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±|̅ ˷{kųó ̟̝̞̞bˮ ̥˸˱ ȹĊ± "lȺ ±ȡȺ"bŴĜȡĊ±| kƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ȈĜôĊȺȡ ƌ±lĊ"ƖĜȡƌȡ 
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including Neighbourho od Planning, the Right to Bid, Challenge, and Reclaim Land, and the 

listing of Assets of Community Value. Within the heritage sector, it was soon recognised 

that these rights would impact planning decisions at more localised (smaller) scales and 

particularŴʲ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí ̂Ɩ±ĜôĊbƶɔȉĊƶƶ|̃ ˷ŝ"lŦȡƶƖ ̑ ų±ƖƖƶʬ ̟̝̞̠ˮ ̢̟-9, Jackson et al 

2014, 84, Jackson 2016). For instance, Assets of Community Value designation was 

perceived as a valuable tool ensuring that community buildings, such as local pubs, 

libraries or shops of heritage status, contributed to making places distinct (THA 2011, 

article 10). Moreover, the Heritage Lottery Fund had already made commitments to 

enhancing local areas as well as community groups  (they have recently rolled out the 

̂óȉ±"Ⱥ ǹŴ"l± ȠlĊ±ƌ±̃ˮ íƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô ȺĊ± ǺɔbŴĜl"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí kɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ ʝĊĜȺ± ǹ"Ǻ±ȉ ˷ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ųƶȺȺ±ȉʲ 

Fund 2016 & 2018, 68). Thus, the Localism Act was a welcome step in promoting 

opportunities for fund applications to small community groups (Heritage Lottery Fund 

2010a, Lennox 2016, 227). But the first drafts of the Localism Bill and NPPF also generated 

some criticism. The Heritage Alliance (THA; representing the assembled body of specialist 

heritage amenity groups) had several concerns, including a fear that Neighbourhood 

Planning would decrease duties to preserve nationally designated heritage and also that 

tension could arise between neighbours if the Neighbourhood Planning groups were 

unrepresentative of their wider residential group  (THA 2011, article 18; also Flatman & 

Perring 2012, 6, Hinton 2013, Neal 2015, 359-60, Pendlebury 2015, 435). They also raised 

that locally-based decisions should be informed by external expertise, recommending 

alignment with the NPPF and Local Plans, so that Neighbourhood Plans were suitably 

balanced and informed by wider heritage concerns (THA 2011, article 7&14). Presently, the 

current National Planning Policy Framework states that its purpose is to:  

provide a framework within which local people and their accountable councils can 

produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which reflect the 

needs and priorities of their community groups  

(DCLG 2012, 1).  

This indicates alignment with the Heritage Alliances recommendations; reiterating the link 

between local planning and national fram eworks. Thus, whilst the Localism mechanisms 
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established more focused ways in which collaboration  can occur between local authorities 

and community groups , national frameworks were also maintained. 

°ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ ȺĊ± ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ̂Ŵƶl"Ŵ̃ "Ɩ| the historic environment , a relationship 

which has developed over the last fifty years and dynamically with the localism agenda in 

the last seven, can show us two things about contemporary heritage management. First, 

there are higher expectations over how the historic environment  can support local areas 

(particularly in cities). Secondly, there are higher expectations of what locally-based 

Ǻȉ"lȺĜl±ȡ ˷ȡƶɔȉl±| íȉƶƌ ̂lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̃˸ l"Ɩ "lĊĜ±ʘ± "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± |±ʘƶŴɔȺĜƶƖ ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ ˷"Ŵb±ĜȺ 

with some caution). Evidently, this raises the significance of local to heritage management. 

The challenge emerging within this dynamic though, as shown by research by the Institute 

of Historic Building Conservation (2006) is that there has also been a noticeable reduction 

of and increased pressure upon archaeological expertise and staff within local authorities 

(also THA 2011, article 17). Reports show that in England there has been a 36% reduction 

in heritage staff between 2006-2017 and that this reduction is unequally spread across the 

different regions (HE et al 2017). This unequal pressurising at a national scale has been 

met with several reports advocating best practices in how to enable local authorities to 

streamline their archaeological and conservation services (Baker & Chitty 2002, 33, Grover 

2003, Eydmann & Swanson 2005, EH et al 2009 & 2010a, 10). In addition, associations of 

heritage professionals, such as the Historic Environment Forum (and within it, the Heritage 

2020 initiative) continue to advocate the worth of the historic enviro nment to government 

in expectation of further restructuring of services provided by local authorities (HEF 2016). 

Furthermore, after reviews by Howell and Resedale (2014) and the Cultural White Paper 

(DCMS 2016), the newly established Historic England (previously English Heritage) has 

been called upon to seek ways in which they can support local authority services, including 

ʞ"ʲȡ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ Ⱥƶ ƌ"ĜƖȺ"ĜƖ Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ |"Ⱥ"b"ȡ±ȡ ĜƖ °ƖôŴ"Ɩ| ˷±˱ô˱ ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl 

Environment Records or HERs) (CIfA 2017a, 7). However, it is currently acknowledged that 

ȺĊ±ȡ± ĜƖȺ±ȉʘ±ƖȺĜƶƖȡ "ȉ± Ⱥ"ŦĜƖô ǺŴ"l± |ɔȉĜƖô " Ǻ±ȉĜƶ| ƶí ɔƖl±ȉȺ"ĜƖȺʲ |ɔ± Ⱥƶ aȉĜȺ"ĜƖ̃ȡ 

imminent withdrawal from the European Union (arguably a momentous act of devolution) 

which is expected to bring both challenges and opp ortunities for the national frameworks 

of the heritage sector (7). 
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The impact upon the notion of collaboration within this context must  now be raised. The 

rise of local, alongside the shrinking of local authority capacity , essentially pressurises 

collaboration between local authorities and community groups  or organisations 

undertaking heritage practices. The Localism Act has been criticised to pressurise 

lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺȡ "Ɩ| l"ɔȡ± ȺĊ± ̄ǺƶŴĜȺĜlĜȡ±| ȡɔbŞ±lȺĜíĜl"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± lĊ"ȉĜȺ"bŴ± ȡ±Ŵí̅ 

(Williams et al 2014, 2798; also Wettenhall 2009, Jacobs & Manzi 2013, McKee & Muir 

2013, Bevan 2014, Bailey & Pill 2015, Clayton & Donovan 2016, Lennox 2016, 232-4).  Such 

pressure is occurring within a recognition of withdrawn, passive and hibernating civic 

responsibility , potentially caused by fast-paced capitalism (although such a reductive 

reading has been critiqued) (Putnam 2001, Sennett 2012, 134-5). In addition, local councils 

have a historically bad reputation for generating collaboration with community groups , 

despite efforts to change this perception, as shown through studies by the Local 

Government Association (LGA 2005 & 2008). Historically, local council meetings have been 

"ȡȡƶlĜ"Ⱥ±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂Ŵ"||±ȉ ƶí Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ȺĜƶƖ̃̚eight forms of participation (ranging fr om 

̂ƖƶƖ-Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ȺĜƶƖ̃ˮ ̂|±ôȉ±±ȡ ƶí ȺƶŦ±ƖĜȡƌ̃ "Ɩ| ̂|±ôȉ±±ȡ ƶí citizen Ǻƶʞ±ȉ̃˸ "ȉ± ȡ±±Ɩ ƶƖ " 

ȡǺ±lȺȉɔƌ˯ ȺĊ± Ŵƶʞ±ȉ |ƶʞƖ ȺĊ± ȉɔƖô ʲƶɔ ôƶˮ ȺĊ± ȉĜȡŦ ƶí ̂lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜƶƖ í"ȺĜôɔ±̃ "Ɩ| 

frustration at authorities increases (Arnstein 1969, 219). Whether this negative perception 

remains outright, it has been highlighted that local government, and indeed national and 

international policies which advocate collaboration overoptimistically seek to include 

̂±ʘ±ȉʲƶƖ±̃ ĜƖ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ˷ųƶô"Ɩ ̟̝̝̥ˮ ̡̡̟-6, Harrison 2010a, Langfield et al 

2010, Burström 2013, 106-8, Hauschildt 2015). Thus, the Localism Act is at risk of 

overlooking the practical and ethical difficulties emerging from a redistribution of 

responsibilities and expectations on who should be collaborating  in local areas. 

Furthermore, local collaboration documents are frequently updated as documents within a 

Ɩ±ȺʞƶȉŦ ƶí ƶȺĊ±ȉ ȡƶɔȉl±ȡˮ ȉ±ȡɔŴȺĜƖôˮ lƶƖȺȉ"|ĜlȺƶȉĜŴʲˮ ĜƖ "Ɩ ±ʬlŴɔȡĜʘ± ̂ĜƖȺ±ȉȺ±ʬȺɔ"ŴĜȺʲ̃ 

(Waterton 2007, 75 & 2010a 13). Another criticism regarding such policy documents is the 

Ⱥ±Ɩ|±Ɩlʲ Ⱥƶ ȉ±í±ȉ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± Ⱥ±ȉƌ Ŵƶl"Ŵ ̂lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̃ ƶȉ ̂ȺĊ± ǺɔbŴĜl̃ ˷ȺĊ± would-be 

collaborators) as a cohesive body of people. Many theorists have denounced the term 

̂lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̃ ƶȉ ̂ǺɔbŴĜl̃ "ȡ b±ĜƖô ɔȡ±íɔŴ b±l"ɔȡ± ĜȺ |ƶ±ȡ ƖƶȺ |±íĜƖ± ȺĊ± lƶƌǺŴĜcated ways in 

which groups identify themselves; the elastic meaning leads to the term being attributed 

Ⱥƶ ƌ"Ɩʲ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ |ʲƖ"ƌĜlȡ ƶí ̂ôȉƶɔǺ±|̃ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± ˷ôȉ"ȡȡ ȉƶƶȺȡ "Ɩ| ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖ"Ŵˮ Ŵƶl"Ŵˮ 
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national, global) some of which are in competition or in tension wi th one another (Elias & 

Scotson 1994, Mason 2000, Day 2006, Delanty 2009, Smith & Waterton 2011, 12, Perkin 

2011, Perry 2014, Sayer 2014, 55). It is very easy (possibly inevitable) to short-hand an 

̄Ĝƌ"ôĜƖ±| lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̅ ˷!Ɩ|±ȉȡƶƖ ̟̝̝̣ˮ ̣˸ˮ ʞĊ±Ɩ |ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƖô collaboration  at a higher 

strategic level (i.e. when one has not yet met those sought for collaborative work). 

Therefore, in this research the term ̂lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ôȉƶɔǺȡ̃ (a more general group of people) 

ƶȉ ̂community organisations̃ (to signify a group of peopl e with a formal set of objectives 

±̙˱ô˱ ȉ±ȡĜ|±ƖȺȡ "ȡȡƶlĜ"ȺĜƶƖˮ ̂íȉĜ±Ɩ|ȡ̃ ôȉƶɔǺ˸ is utilised ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ ̂ȺĊ± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̃ Ⱥƶ 

highlight the dangers of using rhetorical concepts when considering ways to collaborate  

(see Glossary). 

In short, this section has contextualised the rise of local in heritage management in cities 

and the increasing responsibility that local people have for their heritage. Three key areas 

of heritage management in the UK facing these challenges are now summarised, with a 

fourth reviewed more extensively. In these examples, more pragmatic issues are reviewed, 

some of which more directly pertain to local collaborative relationships.  

2.1.3 Examples of and issues in Collaborative Heritage Management 

As summarised above, designation  dictates the Listing of Buildings, Scheduled Ancient 

Monuments, Conservation Areas, and Areas of Archaeological Importance; each process is 

carried out by experts according to national criteria and  which has historically been 

maintained by local authorities. For example, the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological 

Areas Act acknowledged ̄̂ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜlˮ "ȉlĊĜȺ±lȺɔȉ"Ŵˮ Ⱥȉ"|ĜȺĜƶƖ"Ŵˮ "ȉȺĜȡȺĜl ƶȉ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ 

interest attaching̃̅ to a structure (Section 61 AMAA Act, quoted in Breeze 1993, 45). 

Moreover, the listing of bui ldings protects tangible forms of architectural interest based 

ƶƖ ̄"ȉȺ "Ɩ| Ⱥ±lĊƖĜȅɔ±ȡ̅ "ƌƶƖô ƶȺĊ±ȉ í"l±Ⱥȡ ˷Ƞɔ||"ȉ|ȡ ̞̦̦̠ˮ ̤̥-9). Such knowledge, i.e. 

the archaeological significance of and information about designated assets, is seen to 

íɔƖlȺĜƶƖ "ȡ "Ɩ ̄ĜƖȺercommunicating national-Ŵƶl"Ŵ Ɩ±ȺʞƶȉŦ̅ ˷a"Ŧ±ȉ ̑ ȠĊ±ǺĊ±ȉ| ̞̦̦̠ˮ ̡̞̝˸ 

which is currently logged into dat abase systems. But such practices are also considered to 

form a closed system of bureaucracy and that the interests of national designation criteria 

constrain the understanding of local situations (Grenville 1993, 132-3, Byrne 2008a, 153, 

Clifford 2010). However, recent initiatives which advocate more accessible processes of 
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designation and maintenance of heritage assets have been experimented with. For 

example, Historic England has introduced:  

¶ the Local Listing initiative, specifically for local authorities to work with community 

groups in order to identify, celebrate and protect local heritage (HE 2016); 

¶ the Enrich the List project, launched in 2016 which aims to encourage the public to 

ƌ"Ŧ± ȺĊ±Ĝȉ lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺĜƶƖȡ ƶƖŴĜƖ± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂ųĜȡȺ̃ ƶí |±ȡĜôƖ"Ⱥ±| Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ ˷ĉ° 

2017b);  

¶ A national survey of Buildings at Risk project wherein volunteers are trained to 

record buildings and assess their status (HE 2017c). 

Local authorities, such as in Greater London and Leicester have also recruited volunteers 

"ȡ ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʝ"ȉ|±Ɩȡ ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ ̂±ʲ±ȡ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ôȉƶɔƖ|̃ ĜƖ "ȉ±"ȡ ƶí |±ȡĜôƖ"Ⱥ±| 

heritage. However, this initiative still has organisational teething problems, for example, 

the lack of transparency of the role to a wider public  resulting in in situ disputes (What Do 

They Know 2016).  

The issues of planning development  sit hand in hand with the designation process (the 

latter informing the former). Planning applica tions from private owners of listed buildings 

ƶȉ "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ ʞĜŴŴ b± |Ĝȉ±lȺ±| Ⱥƶ Ŵƶl"Ŵ lƶɔƖlĜŴȡ̃ ǺŴ"ƖƖĜƖô ƶííĜl±ȉȡ "Ɩ| íĜŴȺ±ȉ±| Ⱥƶ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôical 

and conservation staff with any consultation of the changes extended to proximate 

residents. But within any larger-scale development, heritage must compete for attention 

alongside front line services and the ambitions (economic, social, environmental) by those 

involved in city planning and now in accordance with any Local Plans (explored more 

thoroughly in Chapter Three). These processes have been accused of being swayed by 

̄ǺŴ"l± ƌ"ȉŦ±ȺĜƖô ȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜ±ȡ̅ ƶƖ ȺĊ± Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí |±ʘ±ŴƶǺ±ȉȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺʲ Ŵ±"|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ 

ȺĊ± lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ɔƖȉ±"ŴĜȡȺĜl "Ɩ| ĜƖ"ǺǺȉƶǺȉĜ"Ⱥ± ̂|ȉ±"ƌȡl"Ǻ±ȡ̃ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ "ȉ± often met with 

contests from a wider range of residents (Zukin 1992, quoted in Urry 1995, 21, While & 

Short 2010, 5, Taha 2014). The role of planners has historically been under scrutiny with 

ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí ʞĊ±ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ±ʲ Ċ"ʘ± ȺĊ± ̄"bĜŴĜȺʲ "Ɩ| ʞĜŴŴĜƖôƖ±ȡȡ Ⱥƶ ȉ±Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ ȺĊ± ǺɔbŴĜl 

ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺ̅ ˷ťƖƶʬ ̞̦91, 204), and recently on a similar subject, others have posed the 

ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖ ƶí ̄Ċƶʞ ̂Ŵƶl"Ŵ̃ "ȉ± Ŵƶl"Ŵ lƶɔƖlĜŴȡ˵̅ ˷ĉ"ɔȡlĊĜŴ|Ⱥ ̢̟̝̞˸˱ ʱ±Ⱥˮ lƶƖȡȺȉɔlȺĜʘ± 

collaboration as part of planning has generated successful projects over several decades 
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(Ley 1993, Hayden 1997, Sanoff 2000, Selman 2004, Baches 2015, Planning for Real 2015, 

Yates 2015, MyFutureYork 2017a). Moreover, community archaeology has proved an 

inclusive method, wherein community groups excavate and research the history of sites 

about to be developed  (Moser et al 2002, Symonds 2004, Atalay 2012). However, such 

ĜƖȺ±ȉʘ±ƖȺĜƶƖȡ "ȉ± lȉĜȺĜlĜȡ±| ʞĊ±ȉ± ȺĊ±ȉ± Ĝȡ Ɩƶ ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜƶƖ ƶí ʞĊĜlĊ ̂lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̃ Ĝȡ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±| ƶȉ 

any power-dynamics at play (Moshenska 2008, 51-2, Simpson 2008, 12-3, Neal & Roskams 

2013, 150). Arguably, in any project there will always be room for further, more meaningful 

±Ɩô"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ˰ ±"ȉŴʲ ƶƖȡ±Ⱥ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖȡ "Ɩ| ̂ôȉ"ȡȡȉƶƶȺ̃ ôȉƶɔǺȡˮ 

continued partnerships with other relevant bodies, and the setting of viable agendas are 

recommended to this end (Selman 2004, 389).  

Thirdly, as part of the process of planning, the representation  of the historic environment 

of cities is undertaken by local authorities through the promotion of individual tourist 

attractions and the general promotion o f cities to a wide (and potentially international) 

public through place branding (Gold & Ward 1994, Urry 1995, Urry & Larsen 2011). Again, 

there are criticisms against these practices for producing expertly-written master-

narratives at the expense of more culturally diverse interpretations of the built 

environment (Taylor 1994, Jäger 2003, 117, Byrne 2008b, Hall 2008, 221-2, Harrison 2010a, 

7-8, Lawrence 2010, 83-4, Clark 2014). It is clear there is opportunity here for residents to 

take part in this process in order to include alternative histories of their cities or create 

their own place brand (York Alternative History nd., Atkinson 2008, 385, Robertson 2008, 

147, Braun et al 2013). Transitional projects which allow for diverse representation have 

been ceŴ±bȉ"Ⱥ±|˰ ĜƖ ȹȉ"í"Ŵô"ȉ Ƞȅɔ"ȉ±ˮ ųƶƖ|ƶƖˮ ȺĊ± ̄ìƶɔȉȺĊ ǹŴĜƖȺĊ̅ˮ lƶƌƌĜȡȡĜƶƖ±| bʲ then 

Mayor Boris Johnson, is filled by a different sculpture (or in fact by members of the public) 

on a temporary basis (Singh 2015). However, as Jenkins et al (2000) discusses, who 

decides what goes on the plinth is not a straight -forward process: it depends on the 

political meaningfulness of the public space, the politics of monumentalism/art, the 

general politics in vogue at the time, and the nature of consultation. However, Litt ler 

(2008) has criticised the notion of the short-lived, tokenistic projects as highlighted by the 

!ȉlĊbĜȡĊƶǺ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ lƶƖ|±ƌƖ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ̄ȡ"ȉĜ±ȡˮ ȡ"ƌƶȡ"ȡ "Ɩ| ȡȺ±±Ŵ-b"Ɩ| ȡʲƖ|ȉƶƌ±̅ ĜƖ 

2007, during which a clichéd celebration of black people took place in York (95). Indeed, 

more broadly, the engagement of local residents is entangled in the tensions between 
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class relations and minority groups (Tunbridge 2008a, 236-7 West 2010, 278). Thus, again, 

there is always a need for emerging best practices which can recognise and react to the 

specificity of collaborative contexts.  

2.1.4 Community Asset Transfers 

At this point, I wish to detail more thoroughly a fourth process in local heritage 

management which highlights the efforts towards collaborative practices wit hin a climate 

of reduction in local government capacity. This is the process of Community Asset Transfer 

(CAT) (and heritage asset transfer more specifically). CATs (wherein in leasehold and 

management of an asset is transferred from local councils to another party) is not a 

mechanism of the Localism Act but appears to serve the ethos of localism nonetheless 

(Boyd 2003, Aiken et al 2011, 5, Thorlby 2011, Historic England & Locality 2015, Schultz 

2016, 56, Mutagh & Boland 2017, 3). Options for disposal can include transferring asset 

ownership or management to the private sector, charitable trusts or to community 

organisations, whilst new use can involve, for example, turning an old civic building into a 

cinema, business venue, or charitable centre. CATs can be considered as a parallel to the 

̂"|"ǺȺĜʘ± ȉ±ɔȡ±̃ ƶí ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ "Ɩ| to support regeneration schemes in local areas: i.e. 

the Caistor Arts and Heritage Centre case study (Historic England & Locality 2015, 8-9). 

The ethos is also parallel to the Adopt-a-Monument schemes in Scotland; the clear 

distinction with CATs is that community organisations hold a lease to the asset. 

Principally, whilst CAT is a highly evaluative process on the part of local authorities, the 

disposal of heritage assets can help them to reduce strain on their resources. The National 

Trust (NT) commissioned a report by Green Balance (NT 2006) which shows that a key 

motive attributing to 58% of heritage asset disposals was the inability to provide ongoing 

repair and maintenance work (64): 

Table 1˱ !|"ǺȺ±| íȉƶƌ ̄Ȉ±"ȡƶƖȡ íƶȉ ȺĊ± |ĜȡǺƶȡ"Ŵ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ bʲ Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ˮ ȡ"ƌǺŴ± íȉƶƌ ̟̝ Ŵƶl"Ŵ 

authorities in England (NT 2006, 63) 

Reason for heritage asset disposal by local authorities  Recent 

Disposals 

Future  

Disposals 

Asset in poor condition/LA unable to afford repair or 

maintenance: 

-- (a) General  

10  

 

7 

-- (b) Maintenance liability problem particularly  29 6 
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-- (c) Restoration to new use proposed 2 2 

-- (d) Specific cost of compliance with Disability Discrimination 

Act  

0 3 

New owners will have access to funds not available to local 

authorities  

3 0 

Private sector expected to have money/skills to tackle assets 

better  

1 3 

Property under-utilised, or service relocated/no longer needed 8 6 

Specific aim to achieve public objectives rather than financial 

gain 

4 2 

Taking a capital receipt is most economic option  1 2 

Raising capital for the purposes of the property being disposed 

of  

3 5 

Raising capital for other local purposes, i.e. financial gain 5 0 

Development opportunity  3 5 

Cost of the property exceeds its income  0 1 

No suitable alternative use can be found (due to nature of 

property) 

1 1 

Museum to house chattels did not materialize 3 0 

 

! ƌƶȉ± ȉ±l±ƖȺ ȡȺɔ|ʲ |±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȉ±|ɔl±| ̄ƌ"ĜƖȺ±Ɩ"Ɩl± lƶȡȺ̅ lƶƌǺȉĜȡ±ȡ ̢̥ͅ ƶí 

|ĜȡǺƶȡ"Ŵ ĜƖl±ƖȺĜʘ±ȡ ˷ȠlĊɔŴȺˈ ̟̝̞̣ˮ ̠̝˸ ƶȉ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ̄ȉ±|ɔlȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȡ±ȉʘĜl± ǺȉƶʘĜȡĜƶƖ̅ 

comprises, again, 85% of disposal incentives (Power to Change 2016a, 17). But, alongside 

these finance-saving motives, developing policies had previously connected asset transfers 

to the cultivation of economic, social and environmental benefits in local areas, as shown 

in the timeline below:  



 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Timeline of policies impacting asset community transfer process 

 

 

The General Disposal Consent (2003) emphasised that although local authorities should evaluate before disposal, there was no need to consult the Secretary of State if the 
[! ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƻǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ of the areaέΣ όǘƘǳǎ ǎǇŜŜŘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎύ 

(DCLG 2003, article 8-9, HE & DCMS 2003, 9, Power to Change 2016a, 13). 

The introduction of the AMPs was complemented with guidance from the Department of Culture, Media and Sport in The Disposal of Historic Buildings (DCMS 1999, qtd. in 
NT 2006, 28). It encouraged the prevention of heritage asset disposal in the first place (attributing to them civic worth), but also advised for 'sensitive' management of 

heritage asset disposal, i.e. sourcing appropriate and capable ownership and ensuring that disposal does not negatively impact historic areas as a whole. Later, this guidance 
was incorporated into the Sustainable Development in Government initiative, thus becoming mandatory (Defra 2004, qtd in NT 2006, 28).

Following the Local Government Act (1999), local ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ŀǘ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ōŜǎǘ ǾŀƭǳŜΩ Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀŎǘ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘed 
local authorities to undertake a rigorous auditing of their property through Asset Management Plans (AMPs) including the strategies by which property was managed 

alongside their relative value (NT 2006, 105). 

The Local Government Act (1972ύ ŜƴŀōƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƻŦ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŀǘ ΨōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǾŀƭǳŜΩ όƻǊ άōŜǎǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ƻŦ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ property 
through leasehold. This provided a vital mechanism for community groups (or charitable trusts) to take on an asset at a monthly ΨǇŜǇǇŜǊŎƻǊƴ ǊŜƴǘΩ όƛΦŜΦ ƭŜŀǎŜƘƻƭŘύ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜ 

freehold (outright ownership) was retained by local authorities (article 123, Power to Change 2016a, 13). 



 

 

 

 

After the General Disposal Consent in 2003, English Heritage continued to provide 

ôɔĜ|"Ɩl± ƶƖ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥ Ⱥȉ"Ɩȡí±ȉȡ "Ɩ| ɔȉô±| Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ Ⱥƶ b"Ŵ"Ɩl± ȺĊ± ̂ŴƶƖô-Ⱥ±ȉƌ̃ 

b±Ɩ±íĜȺȡ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥ ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ̄lȉɔlĜ"Ŵ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"Ɩl±̅ ƶí lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ˮ 

which may contribute to non -financial, environmental, cultural and economic benefits (EH 

& DCMS 2003, 33 qtd in NT 2006, 54). The publication echoed the previous measures: 

whilst it encouraged retention of the heritage assets by local authorities (to retain the 

public role and civic character), if this was not possible it recommended that heritage asset 

disposal (at less than best value) should be achieved if appropriate ownership could be 

sourced (54).  

In time, English Heritage, the Office for Government Commerce and the DCMS produced a 

new edition of the D̂isposal of Historic Assets̃ (EH et al 2010b). This refers directly to the 

Planning Policy Statement 5 in order to synchronise the historic environment as part of 

spatial planning and useful to the developƌ±ƖȺ ƶí ̄ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± ǺŴ"l±ȡ̅ ˷̟˸˱ ʝĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊĜȡ 

version, community organisations and charitable trusts transfers were included as a viable 

option for disposal if appropriate; however, guidance to this aim was described as a 

̄lƶƌǺŴ±ʬ ƌ"ȺȺ±ȉ̅ "Ɩ| ƶȺĊ±ȉ bƶ|Ĝ±ȡ (such as the Architectural Heritage Fund) were 

recommended as sources of advice (21, section 9.4). (Guidance on disposal to community 

organisations and charitable trusts̚including the benefit and disadvantages̚could 

however, already be found in the independent Quirk review (published by the DCLG in 

2007)).  

Interestingly, CAT numbers are reported to be relatively low but were seen to be steadily 

increasing even before the 2011 Localism Act (Thorlby 2011, 4, Schultz 2016, 10). (Indeed, 

some have argued that the government was stimulated towards Localism policy by the 

successes of community ownership frameworks already in existence (Rolph 2017)). The 

Heritage Lottery Fund had made note of increased transfers since 2011 (2013) and 

subsequently they acted as a Ⱥ̂ĊĜȉ| ʞĊ±±Ŵ̃ of guidance and financial support alongside 

Locality and Historic England (see below). Locality has recently assessed the number of 

heritage CATs receiving funding from HLF (100/1000 transfers by local authorities in the 

last five years -these numbers peaked in 2016-17) and has urged HLF for further support 
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(Heritage Lottery Fund 2017, 4, Locality 2017a, see figure 3 below). There is also 

anticipation of CATs increasing between 2017- 2020 (Schultz 2016, 28). 

 

Figure 2. kĊ"ȉȺ "|"ǺȺ±| íȉƶƌ ̄ƕɔƌb±ȉ ƶí ǹȉƶŞ±lȺȡ bʲ ʱ±"ȉ̅ |"Ⱥ" bʲ ĉųì ˷̟̝̞̤ˮ ̡˸˱ 

Since the Localism Act Historic England, the Heritage Lottery Fund, Locality, Architectural 

Heritage Fund, the Prince's Regeneration Trust and the National Trust, have worked 

collaboraȺĜʘ±Ŵʲ Ⱥƶ Ǻȉƶ|ɔl± ̄ȹĊ± ǹĜŴŴ"ȉȡ ƶí ȺĊ± kƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̅ ĜƖ ̟̝̞̞ "Ɩ| "ô"ĜƖ ĜƖ ̢̟̝̞ ˷ĉ° ̑ 

Locality 2015). This report delivers pragmatic guidance for both local authorities and 

community organisations in recognition that CATs of heritage status could help 

community  organisations Ⱥ̄ƶ Ⱥ"Ŧ± " ƌƶȉ± "lȺĜʘ± ȉƶŴ± ĜƖ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ȉ±"̅ ˷̢̟̝̞ˮ ĜĜ˸˱ ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ 

as one HE representative has emphasised:  

The Pillars document is at pains not to promote asset transfer in all cases, only when 

the conditions are in place to make that t ransfer a success. To support that we hope 

our publication presents people (local authorities and community groups) with the 

information they need to make informed decisions 

(Lloyd-James 2017). 

Caution remains a key requisite for councils transferring assets. In order to determine the 

correct conditions, there are practical and ethical considerations which impact the 

±ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲ lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± ±ʬ±ȉlĜȡ± ƶí ̂Ⱥȉ"Ɩȡí±ȉ̃ ʞĊĜlĊ ě |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ Ɩƶʞ˱  
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Recent studies show that general asset transfer to community organisations are met with 

barriers, held by both local authorities and community organisations. The most prominent 

include (from a local authority  perceptive) community organisations̃ lȉ±|ĜbĜŴĜȺʲ "Ɩ| "bĜŴĜȺʲ 

to source funding (Power to Change 2016a, 32, Schultz 2016, 43). Moreover, in 2016, local 

authorities were given permission to spend the receipts from an asset transfer on local 

services, thus creating an incentive to sell assets to the highest bidder and not to 

community organisations (Local Government Lawyer 2016, Lloyd-James 2017). From the 

community organisations̃ Ǻ±ȉȡǺ±lȺĜʘ±ˮ ȺĊ±ȉ± ʞ±ȉ± lƶƖl±ȉƖȡ ƶʘ±ȉ " Ŵ"lŦ ƶí lƶƖȡĜȡȺ±ƖȺ 

information between different local authority departments and an over -prioritisation of 

economic strategies (Schultz 2016, 43; see also Lennox 2016, 232). Another key challenge 

facing heritage asset disposal (uncovered by the National Trust report) was exclusion from 

councils̃ !ȡȡ±Ⱥ Ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ǹŴ"Ɩȡ ˷!Ƌǹȡ˸˱ Ƶf 70 responding local authorities, only 14 

ĜƖlŴɔ|± ̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ̃ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ƶƖŴine AMPs (NT 2006,18). English Heritage and the 

Office of Government Commerce had previously identified AMPs as a useful tool in 

heritage asset management for local authorities (EH & OCG 2009, 6). More recently, 

Historic England were advised to promote the ̄ɔȡ± "Ɩ| lƶƖ|ĜȺĜƶƖ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ 

"ȡȡ±Ⱥ ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ǺŴ"Ɩȡ̅ ˷ųŴƶʲ|-James 2017) and subsequently provided a skeleton 

structure of heritage assets assessment in AMPs via a report by NPS Group (NPS 2015, 11-

12). This strategy is thus advocated again in the most recent M̂anaging Heritage Assetȡ̃ 

guidelines (HE 2017d, 11). However, as AMPs are no longer a compulsory obligation for 

local authorities it may be that further implementation (and/or effective lobbying) is 

required to infiltrate this obvious route into local authority practice.  

Ultimately, these practical concerns indicate that asset transfers are pragmatically difficult 

to undertake in terms of resources, commitment, and communication for both local 

authorities and community organisations (also Lennox 2016, 232, Blunkell 2017, 504). But 

broader issues manifest around the ownership of assets by community organisations, 

particularly surrounding  ȺĊ± "ƌbĜôɔĜȺʲ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ |±ʘƶŴʘ±| ȡȺ±ʞ"ȉ|ȡĊĜǺ "Ɩ| ̂ǺɔbŴĜl 

±ƖȺȉ±Ǻȉ±Ɩ±ɔȉĜ"ŴĜȡƌ̃ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ ƶí ȡĊȉĜnking local authority resources (HE 2017d, 4). 

Such entrepreneurialism is important to acknowledge within the city context, where 

(particularly in light of the NPPF) the neoliberal aspect of places is increased, creating 

arenas for competing organisations (Lovering 2007, 358, Houghton et al 2013, 230-231, 
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Lord & Tewdwr-Jones 2014, 353-355). Bringing this issue to Localism means that localism 

mechanisms (Neighbourhood Planning, ACV etc.) are taking place in contexts exposed to 

forces of economic competition,  potentially between community groups  and 

organisations. Thus, CATs (if this means using historic spaces̚ listed pubs, post offices, 

parks̚ as venues for hire or attractions or other economic activities) will have to navigate 

̄lƶƖíŴĜlȺȡ "Ɩ| lƶƌǺȉƶƌĜȡ±ȡ̅ ĜƖ Ǻlaces (Lovering 2007, 358). There is little written on the 

economic and social impact that heritage asset disposals incur within places and their 

localities (possibly because of their low numbers) and this impact is even harder to pin 

|ƶʞƖ ʞĊĜŴȡȺ ȺĊ± ɓť̃ȡ localism frameworks are still in fact being negotiated. For example, 

the current UK government is reviewing what successful devolution looks like (DCLG 2016, 

7, paragraph 22); Locality and Power to Change have subsequently established the Future 

of Localism Commission (Locality 2017b & 2017c); and the Heritage Alliance is examining 

the processes of Assets of Community Value (THA 2017). Alongside these progressions, 

the impact of heritage is being considered within the turbulent political back -drop since 

BriȺ"ĜƖ̃ȡ ʘƶȺ± Ⱥƶ Ŵ±"ʘ± ȺĊ± °ɓ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± Ĝƌb"Ŵ"Ɩl±| ȡƶlĜƶ±lƶƖƶƌĜl |ĜʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ ĜƖ ǺŴ"l±ȡ 

˷Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉŴʲ Ǻ±ȉȺĜƖ±ƖȺ "íȺ±ȉ ȺĊ± Ⱥȉ"ôĜl íĜȉ± ƶí lƶɔƖlĜŴ íŴ"Ⱥȡ ŦƖƶʞƖ "ȡ ȺĊ± ̂óȉ±Ɩí±ŴŴ ìĜȉ±̃˸ 

(Hems 2016, 2-3, McClelland 2016, 91, Wooldridge 2016a & 2016b, Gardner & Harrison 

2017). Thus, heritage asset transfers, with their potential to be both entrepreneurial and 

local, will undoubtedly coincide with such cont emporary place-based issues. As such, a 

rosy-tinted view of localism cannot exist when complex forms of collaboration  have to 

occur, not only between local authorities and  wider community groups , but between 

community groups  themselves.  

This section has outlined several practices relevant to local authority management of 

heritage̚designation, planning, representation and lastly, Community Asset Transfer. 

From the above discussion, evidently there is a mix of ethical, practical, and political 

challenges facing the collaborative management of historic environment in cit ies. These 

challenges include the increase of local in national policies and the reduction of local 

capacity, which subsequently pressurises collaborative heritage management between 

local authorities and community groups. The nature of place and concept of local has also 

been touched on within  these contexts. In the following  second section of this chapter I 

explore further the theoretical consequences of recognising local (as physical place) as 
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having a part to play within  collaborative heritage management. Because of the frequency 

in theoretical discussions to highlight political narratives or hegemonic systems as a 

barrier to collaboration between official and unofficial definitions of heritage, I highlight 

the arguments put forward by Laura-Jane Smith, a key heritage theorist. Below, the 

application of her  discursive arguments are shown to be significant to the diversification of 

heritage practices generally. However, where she has acknowledged that every day and 

situational contexts impact upon heritage practices is also discussed. 

2.2 Uses of Authorised Heritage Discourse 

ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ |ȉ"ʞȡ íȉƶƌ lȉĜȺĜl"Ŵ ȉ±"ŴĜȡƌˮ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ " ȡȺȉƶƖô ±ǺĜȡȺ±ƌƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ Ǻ"ȉ"|Ĝôƌ˰ ȺĊĜȡ 

places strength on the concept of powerful forces in the social world influencing or 

restricting events at local levels, the effects of which can be observed and thereafter can 

be interpreted by a researcher (Smith 2004, 58, Skrede & Hølleland 2018). Her position 

ɔǺĊƶŴ|ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ±ȉ± Ɩƶ ȡɔlĊ ȺĊĜƖô "ȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± bɔȺ ĜƖȡȺ±"| " ̄Ċ±ô±ƌƶƖĜl |Ĝȡlƶɔȉȡ± "bƶɔȺ 

Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ˹˲˺ ȉ±ŴĜ"ƖȺ ƶƖ Ǻƶʞ±ȉ˾ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± lŴ"Ĝƌȡ ƶí Ⱥechnical and aesthetic experts, and 

ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖ"ŴĜȡ±| ĜƖ ȡȺ"Ⱥ± lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ "ô±ƖlĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| "ƌ±ƖĜȺʲ ȡƶlĜ±ȺĜ±ȡ̅ ˷ȠƌĜȺĊ ̟̝̝̣ˮ ̞̞˸˱ ȹĊ± 

ƶííĜlĜ"ŴĜȡĜƖô |Ĝȡlƶɔȉȡ± lƶƖȡȺȉɔlȺȡ ̄ôȉ"Ɩ| Ɩ"ȉȉ"ȺĜʘ±ȡ ƶí Ɩ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| lŴ"ȡȡ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ƶƖ± Ċ"Ɩ|ˮ 

and technical expertise and aesthetic ju|ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ƶȺĊ±ȉ̅ ˷̞̞˸˱ ìɔȉȺĊ±ȉƌƶȉ±ˮ ȺĊĜȡ 

̂!ɔȺĊƶȉĜȡ±| ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± {Ĝȡlƶɔȉȡ±̃ Ĝȡ ȉ±ĜƖíƶȉl±| "Ɩ| lƶƖȡ±ȅɔ±ƖȺŴʲ ȉ±lʲlŴ±| ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ȺĊ± ȉ±-

constitution of performances of heritage management (or a perpetual mimesis of practice) 

(3). To explore exactly how the AHD works throughout the management of heritage, she 

|ȉ"ʞȡ íȉƶƌ ȺĊ±ƶȉĜȡȺ ƋĜlĊ±Ŵ ìƶɔl"ɔŴȺ ˷̞̦̤̤ ̑ ̟̝̝̟˸ "Ɩ| ĊĜȡ lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí ̂ôƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ"ŴĜȺʲ̃ 

which Smith identifies here (2004, 9) as relating to the tools and processes of the 

governmental administration. Thus, the planning and heritage policies outlined above fal l 

squarely into this definition . This approach is highly pertinent in countries where 

governments are considered less democratic, as De Cesari demonstrates in her account of 

ȺĊ± ±ʬȺȉ±ƌ± ̄ƌĜlȉƶǺȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ ƶí ôƶʘ±ȉƖĜƖô̅ within  Palestine (2010, 626). 

ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ lŴƶȡ± "ȺȺ±ƖȺĜƶƖ ȡĊƶʞȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ ȡĜƌǺŴʲ " l"ȡ± ƶí Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíʲĜƖô 

an institutional authority (i.e. government) which controls all definitions of heritage. She 

dismissed the question of whether discourse theory can account for everything and 

instead reiterated her position of critical realism, placing more autonomy on the 
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materiality of social relations that generate discourses (Smith 2006, 13-15; also Waterton 

2007, 65). Smith has also acknowledged that the AHD cannot reduce social meaning 

±ƖȺĜȉ±Ŵʲˮ íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±˰ ̄ȹƶɔȉĜȡƌ ƌ"ʲ Ċ"ʘ± ƌƶȉ± |±±ǺŴʲ Ŵ"ʲ±ȉ±| ƶȉ Ɩɔ"Ɩl±| lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ "Ɩ| 

ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ƌ±"ƖĜƖô ˹˲˺ ȺĊ"Ɩ ĜȺȡ lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖ "ȡ " Ŵ±Ĝȡɔȉ± "lȺĜʘĜȺʲ "Ɩ| ±lƶƖƶƌĜl ĜƖ|ɔȡȺȉʲ 

ƶíȺ±Ɩ "ŴŴƶʞȡ̅ ˷̢˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ǺƶĜƖȺ Ċ"s been supported by Waterton, who recognised that 

ĜƖȺ±ȉ"lȺĜƶƖ ʞĜȺĊ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± l"ƖƖƶȺ b± ȉ±|ɔl±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂ƌĜƖ|Ŵ±ȡȡ̃ íƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô ƶí ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ ƶȉ 

economically constructed rules (2010a, 17). Essentially, we are returned to the first issue of 

how far official definitions of heritage influence unofficial definitions and vice versa 

discussed above (wherein, I posited a dialectical relationship). Indeed, Smith already 

acknowledged the oppositional discourses stemming from the undercurrents of multiple 

̂ɔƖƶííĜlĜ"Ŵ̃ Ċeritages and furthermore recognised that the affect these groups have on 

heritage (in spite of hegemonies) was under-examined (2004, 64). But it is when discussing 

ȺĊ± ĜƖíŴɔ±Ɩl± ƶí ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ "ȉôɔƌ±ƖȺ b±lƶƌ±ȡ ƌƶȉ± lƶƌǺŴ±ʬ ĜƖ ĜȺȡ 

position . 

Whilst maintaining an epistemological position, Smith has woven into her argument 

considerations of the social that are more ontological in understanding and essentially 

recognised ȺĊ"Ⱥ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±ƖȺĜ"Ŵ ̂b±ĜƖỗ "Ɩ| ±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ ±ʬĜȡȺĜƖô Ċ"ȡ "Ɩ ĜƌǺ"lȺ ƶƖ ȺĊ± lȉ±"tion of 

" ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ʞƶȉŴ|˱ ʝĊĜŴ± ȠƌĜȺĊ |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| aĊ"ȡŦ"ȉ̃ȡ ʘĜ±ʞ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"ŴĜȺʲ ƶí ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡˮ 

she brought to fore the material consequences of social relations and stated that her focus 

on: 

˹˲˺ ̄Ċƶʞ ŴĜí± Ⱥ"Ŧ±ȡ ȡĊ"Ǻ± "Ɩ| ô"ĜƖȡ ±ʬǺȉ±ȡȡĜƶƖ ĜƖ ȡĊ"ȉ±| ±ʬperiences, everyday 

routines, fleeting encounters, embodied movements, precognitive triggers, practical 

skills, affective intensities, enduring urges, unexpected interaction and sensuous 

|ĜȡǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖȡ̅  

(Lorimer qtd. in Smith 2006, 13). 

Here Smith illustrated the importance of everyday practice within heritage management. 

Therefore, a challenge emerges in perceiving how an external discourse like AHD 

manifests alongside these highly meaningful, emotive and serendipitous experiences, 

which have been described as ̄lƶƌƌĜƖôŴĜƖô̅ elsewhere (Crouch 2010 & 2015). The quote 

by Lorimer is later highlighted by Waterton and Watson (2015a, 29) as a key way of 
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critically engaging beyond representational (static observed forms of evidence) readings 

of heritage practices. And as such, I wish to tease out further how commingling takes 

place in place˱  ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ "ȉôɔƌ±ƖȺ |ƶ±ȡ ƖƶȺ ±ʬȺ±Ɩ| Ⱥƶ " ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"Ŵ "llƶɔƖȺ ƶí ǺŴ"l± ˷ƶȉ 

Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±˸˱ !ŴȺĊƶɔôĊ ȡĊ± "lŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ̄bȉɔȺ± ǺĊʲȡĜl"ŴĜȺʲ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ǺŴ"l±ȡ ±ŴĜlĜȺȡ 

an emotional respoƖȡ± ĜƖ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̅ ˷̤̤˸ she made it clear ȺĊ"Ⱥ ̄ǺĊʲȡĜl"Ŵ ƶbŞ±lȺ ƶȉ ǺŴ"l± Ĝȡ 

±ƖȺĜȉ±Ŵʲ ƌ±"ƖĜƖôŴ±ȡȡ ʞĜȺĊƶɔȺ ȺĊ± lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ƶllɔȉ "Ⱥ ȺĊ±ƌ̅ ˷̟̝̝̣ˮ ̢̟̣˸˱ ìƶȉ 

Smith, material place is not the inherent value holder. As a consequence, heritage (in the 

form of physical place), becomes the product of senses: she has since upheld the 

importance of human social interactions and emotions that attribute values to it 

˷k"ƌǺb±ŴŴ ̑ ȠƌĜȺĊ ̟̝̞̣ˮ ̡̡̠˸˱ ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ ʞĊĜŴȡȺ "lŦƖƶʞŴ±|ôĜƖô ȠŦȉ±|± ̑ ĉǨŴŴ±Ŵ"Ɩ|̃ȡ 

recent appraisal ƶí ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ lȉĜȺĜl"Ŵ ȉ±"ŴĜȡƌ ĜƖ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ ˷̟̝̞̥˸ˮ ě 

argue alternatively that the embodied encounters, emotions and everyday routines should 

be further examined in relationship to physical ǺŴ"l±˱ °ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ |ĜȡƌĜȡȡ"Ŵ ƶí ȺĊ± 

autonomy of physical place ignores the worth of philosophical standpoints  in 

understanding huƌ"ƖŦĜƖ|̃ȡ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺ ʞĜȺĊ environments.  

°ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ íȉƶƌ ȺĊĜȡ ȉ±"|ĜƖô ƶí ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ ĜȺ Ĝȡ ǺƶȡȡĜbŴ± Ⱥƶ Ǻ±ȉl±Ĝʘ± ȺĊ± ȡĊ"|±ȡ ƶí ôȉ±ʲ 

between an idea of heritage being constituted by external discourses (with both streams 

of authoritative official knowledge and countering unofficial knowledge) and the everyday 

manifestations of practice between individuals and groups of people in place. If practices 

can be understood further in ontological terms (as Smith does in fact touch on) then 

absolute dependence on the AHD̚which draws from critical realism and epistemology̚

is reductive. In considering the management of heritage within certain contexts (i.e. that of 

a city) it would be productive to apply AHD as helpfully aligned towards critical heritage 

studies. However, there is a need to bring it  to bear alongside other more ontological 

understandings of local and places.  

2.3 Ontological Language 

ʝĜȺĊ ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦˮ ±ƌǺĊ"ȡĜs is placed on a hegemonic Authorised Heritage Discourse 

which restricts definit ions of heritage, rendering an official narrative. However, the 

unaccounted-for relationship between a poli cy-orientated AHD and embodied shared 

experiences suggests that an approach is required which can take account of how people 
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̂ô±Ⱥ Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉ̃ "Ɩ| lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"Ⱥ± in certain settings. So whilst AHD is useful for highlighting 

unfair trends in heritage management, we must also more fully consider heritage 

management in the everyday, localised environments. In outlining a position alongside 

other ontological accounts of diverse heritage practices (e.g. Harrison & Rose 2010), the 

following theoretical discussion explores philosophies which account for the relationship 

between discourse (as language) and the built historic environment as an arena for 

collaboration.  

To attend to the relationship between the built environment and language, it must be 

emphasised that the relationship is not new but  ancient: 

˹˲˺ ̄óƶȺ Ⱥƶˮ Ŵ±Ⱥ ɔȡ ôƶ |ƶʞƖ "Ɩ| ȺĊere confound their language, that they 

ƌ"ʲ ƖƶȺ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ| ƶƖ± "ƖƶȺĊ±ȉ̃ȡ ȡǺ±±lĊ˱̅ 

So the Lord scattered them abroad from there over the face of all the 

earth, and they ceased building the city 

(Genesis, The English Bible 2012, 34-5). 

The story of the Tower of Babel, illustrates a powerful and lasting metaphor which conveys 

the legacy of human endeavour to aspire to build through absolute collaboration. Building 

Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉ |±Ǻ±Ɩ|ȡ ƶƖ " ȡĊ"ȉ±| Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± ƶȉ ̂|Ĝ"Ŵƶôɔ±̃ ƶȉ ̄̂ȺĊ"Ⱥ ʞƶȉŴ| ƶí Ⱥ"ŴŦ ʞĊĜlĊ ƌ"Ŧ±ȡ 

an open solĜ"Ŵ ȡǺ"l±ˮ ʞĊ±ȉ± |ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƶƖ l"Ɩ Ⱥ"Ŧ± "Ɩ ɔƖíƶȉ±ȡ±±Ɩ |Ĝȉ±lȺĜƶƖ̃̅ ˷Ƞ±ƖƖ±ȺȺ ̟̝̞̟ˮ 

23, qtd in Birch et al 2017, 225). The efforts towards the Tower of Babel are thwarted when 

̂ŞɔƌbŴ±|̃ Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± ĜƖ±ʘĜȺ"bŴʲ lȉ±"Ⱥ±ȡ b"ȉȉĜ±ȉȡ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± ˷ʞĜȺĊ ǺĊʲȡĜl"Ŵ 

consequences). Notably, the philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889 ̙ 1951) particularly 

|±"ŴȺ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± Ĝȡȡɔ±ȡ ƶí Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± b"ȉȉĜ±ȉȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ "Ɩ ƶƖȺƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ˱ ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ̃ȡ íĜȉȡȺ 

major work, T̂ractatus Logico-Philospohicous̃ , is focused on issues of language and 

shared understanding. In this he conceived of ordinary language as being a confusion 

between separate individuals that needed to be tidied up into logical and factual 

ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ Ⱥƶ "ʘƶĜ| ̄íɔƖ|"ƌ±ƖȺ"Ŵ lƶƖíɔȡĜƶƖȡ̅ ˷˹̞̦̟̞˺ ̟̝̝̞ˮ ̢̞˸˱ !ȡ " ȉ±ȡɔŴȺˮ ȡĊ"ȉĜƖô Ⱥȉɔths 

through language alone is problematic in terms of clarity and indeed, elsewhere he 

dismissed the act of conveying feelings between individ uals as perpetually leading to 

̄ƖƶƖȡ±Ɩȡ±̅ (Livingstone 2015). Yet, later in his career Wittgenstein developed his position 
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within P̂hilosophical Investigations̃ . Rather than deconstructing the components of 

language into logical equations, Wittgenstein acknowledged the importance of the 

contexts of how we share information and collaborate (1958, 38 & 46). He named these 

lƶƖȺ±ʬȺȡ "ȡ ̄Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô±-ô"ƌ±ȡ̅ˮ "Ɩ| " ƌɔŴȺĜǺŴĜlĜȺʲ ƶí ô"ƌ±ȡ ±ʬĜȡȺ lĊ"ƖôĜƖô ȺĊ± ƌ"ƖƖ±ȉ ĜƖ 

ʞĊĜlĊ Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± Ĝȡ lƶƖʘ±ʲ±|˰ íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ± ̄óĜʘĜƖô ƶȉ|±ȉȡ̅ˮ ̄Ȉ±ǺƶȉȺĜƖô "Ɩ ±ʘ±ƖȺ̅ˮ "Ɩ| ̅ǹŴ"ʲ 

"lȺĜƖô̅ ˷̞̞-2). ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ̃ȡ ontological approach to language can be further 

accentuated within cities. Indeed, Wittgenstein explained Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± "ȡ "Ɩ ̄"ƖlĜ±ƖȺ lĜȺʲ˰ " 

maze of little streets and squareȡ̅ ˷ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ ̢̞̦̥ˮ ̥˸ bɔȺ ƌƶȉ± ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺŴʲˮ Ċ± 

ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±| ȺĊ± ̄ȡǺ"ȺĜ"Ŵ "Ɩ| Ⱥ±ƌǺƶȉ"Ŵ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶƖ ƶí Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô±̅ ˷̡̤˸˱ Essentially, 

language and therefore knowledge is physically shaped by games and rules in time and 

ȡǺ"l±˱ ȹĊĜȡ Ĝȡ ȡɔôô±ȡȺ±|ˮ "ȡ ě Ⱥ"Ŧ± ĜȺˮ ĜƖ ĊĜȡ ±"ȉŴʲ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ̄̃Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô±-ô"ƌ±̃̅ ˹˲˺ 

Ĝȡ " íƶȉƌ ƶí ŴĜí±̅ ˷̞̞˸˱ And, like within cities, Wittgenstein upheld language-games as a 

collective̚thus collaborative̚way of living. 

Essentially, that language-games are described as framed spatially and temporally is 

particularly important. For this next discussion, language and place are further connected 

through phenomenologi cal arguments, via the work of Martin Heidegger. 

2.4 The Ontology of Place 

ȹĊ± ȡĜƌĜŴ"ȉĜȺĜ±ȡ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ųɔ|ʞĜô ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦȡ "Ɩ| Ƌ"ȉȺĜƖ ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ ˷̞̥̥̦1̙976), 

have been explored in relation to sharing information and language (Standish 1992, 

Livingstone ̢̟̝̞˸˱ aɔȺ ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ±"ȉŴʲ ʞƶȉŦȡ Ċ"ʘ± lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺ±| ƌɔlĊ ƌƶȉ± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂ȡǺ"ȺĜ"Ŵ 

"Ɩ| Ⱥ±ƌǺƶȉ"Ŵ̃ "ȡǺ±lȺȡ ƶí ȺĊ± ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ʞƶȉŴ| ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ĊĜȡ Ċ"Ɩ|ŴĜƖô ƶí ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶŴƶôʲˮ ʞĊĜlĊ 

focuses on how being in places impacts knowing (Inwood 1997, 4). Phenomenology has 

noticeably impacted upon archaeological theory. In the 1980-̦̝ȡˮ " ̂ǺƶȡȺ-Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡɔ"ŴĜȡȺ̃ 

stance had emerged, which rejected the objective examination of material remains and 

landscapes (which could lead to reductive social meta-narratives) and began to reflectively 

analyse embodied archaeological interpretations (or readings) of past landscapes (Hodder 

& Hutson 2003, 106-120, Shanks 2009, 137, Johnson 2010). A researcher taking a 

phenomenological approach interpreted landscape not simply as a useful set-of-

resourcesˮ  ƶȉ "ȡ " b"lŦ|ȉƶǺ Ⱥƶ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȡl±Ɩ±ȡ bɔȺ "ȡ ǺŴ"l±ȡ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ Ǻ"ȡȺ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±ȡ̃ 

experienced everyday with their bodies (Tilley 2004, 28-9). For instance, whilst in the field, 
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archaeologists undertaking a phenomenological survey would take their eyes away from 

any map in an attempt to recreate a bodily knowledge  of the environment (Johnson 2010, 

117-̞̞̥ˮ Ƶ̃ų±"ȉʲ ̟̝̞̞˸˱ kȉĜȺĜlĜȡƌȡ "ô"ĜƖȡȺ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôʲ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ 

its interpretative practice failed to account for its claims to understand the pas t exactly as 

"ƖlĜ±ƖȺ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±ȡ ʞƶɔŴ| Ċ"ʘ± ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl±| ĜȺˮ ȺĊɔȡ ȡĜôƖ"ŴŴĜƖô " ǺƶȺ±ƖȺĜ"Ŵ ̄ȡŴĜ|± ĜƖȺƶ 

ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜʘĜȡƌ̅ ˷ȠƌĜȺĊ ̡̟̝̝ˮ ̡̥˸ˮ ˷bɔȺ "ȡ ʗĜȡ Ċ"ȡ lƶƖȺ±ȡȺ±|ˮ ȡɔlĊ " lƶƖl±ȉƖ l"Ɩ Ŵ±"| Ⱥƶ "Ɩ ƶʘ±ȉȺ 

and unhelpful obligation towards objective empiricism or the extrap olation of scientific 

evidence (2009, 11)). Acknowledging the lines drawn between understanding 

̂ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜʘ±̃ ˷±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl±|˸ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± "Ɩ| ̂ƶbŞ±lȺĜʘ±̃ ˷ƶbȡ±ȉʘ±|˸ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ˷ȡ±± 

Waterton 2007, 62-63, Ablett & Dyer 2009, 218) I maintain that phenomenological 

understandings of the historic built environment and also collaborative work  occurring 

within it , can be to the benefit of the management of heritage in cities for the following 

reasons. 

ȹĊĜȡ Ĝȡ b±l"ɔȡ± ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ĜƖíŴɔ±Ɩl± ƶƖ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶŴƶôʲ Ĝȡ ĜƖȺ±ôȉ"Ŵ in bringing language 

"Ɩ| Ċɔƌ"ƖĜȺʲ̃ȡ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ǺŴ"l± Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉˮ ʞĊĜŴȡȺ "lŦƖƶʞŴ±|ôĜƖô |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ 

interpretative positions (Ablett & Dyer 2009, 218). As Heidegger put forward in his key text 

B̂eing and Timẽ how different disciplines (such as science oȉ "ȉȺȡ˸ ̄|±ƌ"ȉl"Ⱥ±̅ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± 

into specific categories using different languages ([1927] 2001, 29). These terrains of 

ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ƶʘ±ȉŴ"Ǻ ʞĜȺĊ "Ɩ ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|ɔ"Ŵ̃ȡ ±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ ĜƖȺ±ȉ"lȺĜƶƖ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺȡ "Ɩ| 

immediate surroundings (49; also Seamon 2000, Robinson 2012, 23). He referred to such 

ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|ɔ"Ŵȡ "ȡ ȺĊ± ̂{"ȡ±ĜƖ̃ˮ " ȡ±Ŵí-conscious being who is concerned with their own 

temporal existence, and who, through their life undertakes a proximate familiarity with 

their environment (referred to as Being-in-the-world) (Heidegger [1927] 2001, 68 & 140). 

This individual defines themselves through this familiarity and in turn reconstructs their 

±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺˮ íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±˰ ̄ǹ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ ̂lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ̃ ƶí ȡǺ"l± ǺȉƶʘĜ|±ȡ ȺĊ±ƌ ʞĜȺĊ ȉƶƶȺȡ̚their 

homes and localities becoming biograpĊĜ±ȡ ƶí ȺĊ"Ⱥ lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ̅ ˷ťƖƶʬ ̢̟̝̝ˮ ̞˸˱ aɔȺ lȉɔlĜ"ŴŴʲˮ 

ȺĊ± ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ƶí ̂b±ĜƖô-in-the-ʞƶȉŴ|̃ˮ b±ĜƖô lŴƶȡ± Ⱥƶ ĜȺˮ l"Ɩ lĊ"Ɩô± íƶȉ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ǻ±ȉȡƶƖȡ˰ 

̄ʝĊ"Ⱥ Ĝȡ ȉ±"|ʲ-to-hand in the environment is certainly not present -at-hand for an external 

observer exempt frƶƌ {"ȡ±ĜƖ̅ ˷ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ ˹̞̦̟̤˺ ̟̝̝̞ˮ ̡̞̝˸˱ ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ ƌ"|± lŴ±"ȉ ȺĊ"Ⱥ 

ȺĊ± ±ʬȺ±ȉƖ"Ŵ ƶbȡ±ȉʘ±ȉ ƶȉ ̂ȡɔȉʘ±ʲƶȉ ƶí ȡǺ"l±̃ ʞĜŴŴ ƖƶȺ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ȺĊ± ̄ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ-

lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ̅ ƶí ǺŴ"l± ˷̡̞̤˸ "ȡ " {"ȡ±ĜƖ ʞƶɔŴ|˱ ȹĊ± |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±ˮ "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± ȺĊ± Ĝȡȡɔ± ȺĊ"Ⱥ 
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Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± ʞĜȺĊ ̄ȺĊ± ȹĊ±ʲ̅ l"Ɩ b± ȉ±Ɩ|±ȉ±| ̄ĜƖ"ɔȺĊ±ƖȺĜl̅ ˷̞̦̦˸ˮ Ŵ±"|ȡ ɔȡ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí " 

Heideggerian ōntological difference  ̅(Vail 1972) between individuals. We are, at this 

point, left (rather negatively) thinking about differences between individuals and inevitable 

barriers between people who interact with (and talk about place) in different ways (e.g. 

planners, residents, tourists, heritage experts and local authority practitioners). However, 

ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ Ŵ"Ⱥ±ȉ ʞƶȉŦ |±ʘ±ŴƶǺ±| Ⱥƶ lƶƖl±Ĝʘ± ƶí Ċƶʞ ȺĊ± ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ƶí b±ĜƖô-in-the-

world can be shared beyond individual experiences, leading to collaboration. 

Notably, in a later lecture̚ B̂uilding, Dwelling, Thinking  ̃([1951] 1993) Heidegger 

indicates a development in his thinking towards a more collective experience of living in 

pŴ"l± ˷ȠȺ"Ɩ|ĜȡĊ ̞̦̦̟ˮ ̡̟˸˱ ̂{ʞ±ŴŴĜƖỗ Ĝȡ " ĊĜôĊŴʲ ȡ±ƌ"ƖȺĜl Ⱥ±ȉƌ ʞĊĜlĊ ȡĜôƖĜíĜ±ȡ ȺĊ± 

relationship between humans and the world; it is through dwelling (in villages, towns, and 

cities) that buildings are cultivated and preserved as part of collective, everyday action.  

The spaces through which we go daily are provided for by locales, their essence is 

grounded in things of the types of buildings. If we pay heed to these relations 

between locales and spaces, between spaces and space, we get a clue to help us in 

the thinking of the relation of man and space  

 (Heidegger [1951] 1993, 358).  

ĉ±ȉ± ě ƌɔȡȺ Ɩƶʞ ǺĜƖǺƶĜƖȺ ƌʲ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ "ƖƶȺĊ±ȉ bĜƖ"ȉʲˮ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ̂ȡǺ"l±̃ "Ɩ| 

̂ǺŴ"l±̃̚the latter I attribute to local. (Note: I am not differentiating between local, loca le 

and locality, acknowledging only that local can also mean a person and a management 

system, as well as a place ̙ see Glossary.) aɔȺˮ Ĝȡ ȺĊ±ȉ± " ȉ±"Ŵ |ĜʘĜ|± b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ " ̂Ǻɔȉ±Ŵʲ 

ǺĊʲȡĜl"Ŵ̃ ȡǺ"l± "Ɩ| ̂ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ̃ ǺŴ"l± ˷ʞĊ±ȉ± ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȺĊĜƖôȡ Ċ"ǺǺ±Ɩ˸ˮ "ȡ ǺȉƶǺƶȡ±| bʲ cultural 

geographer Creswell (2004, 8-̦˸˵ ěí ʞ± lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ ȠƌĜȺĊ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ "ô"ĜƖˮ ȡĊ± "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±ȡ ̂Ŵ"lŦ ƶí 

ƌ±"ƖĜƖỗ Ⱥƶ ǺŴ"l±ȡ Ĝí lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ ˷ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡ "ƌƶƖô Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±˸ |ƶ ƖƶȺ ƶllɔȉ "Ⱥ 

them. On this very issue, Tilley and Ingold have debated whether ȺĊ± ̂ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"ŴĜȺʲ̃ ƶí ȺĊ± 

physical world should be accounted for over and above the social (Tilley 2007, Ingold 

̟̝̝̤˸˱ ȹĜŴŴ±ʲ ƌ"ĜƖȺ"ĜƖ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ " ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"Ŵ̃ȡ ̂ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"ŴĜȺʲ̃ ˷ŴĜŦ± ǺŴ"l±˸ l"Ɩ "Ɩ| ȡĊƶɔŴ| b± 

considered within the human social world; within its histƶȉĜl"Ŵ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ̂lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ̃ ˷̟̝̝̤ˮ ̞̤˸˱ 

However, Ingold took issue in the a ǺƶȡȺ±ȉĜƶȉĜ ɔȡ± ƶí ȹĜŴŴ±ʲ̃ȡ ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ˮ Ĝ˱±˱ lƶƌǺƶɔƖ|ĜƖô 

ȡǺ±lĜíĜl ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"Ŵȡ ĜƖȺƶ ȺĊ± bĜƖ"ȉĜ±ȡ ƶí ̂Ċɔƌ"Ɩ˾ʞƶȉŴ|̃ ƶȉ ̂lɔŴȺɔȉ±˾Ɩ"Ⱥɔȉ±̃ ˷̟̝̝̤ˮ ̡̞˸˱ ìƶȉ 
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ěƖôƶŴ|ˮ ȹĜŴŴ±ʲ̃ȡ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ƌ±ȺĊƶ| ±xacerbated the divide between the social and 

physical worlds, which should instead be brought together by notions of practised action 

(including that of memory) (14). Interestingly, this debate essentially reflects that the first 

sticking point I highlight ed at the beginning of this chapter: i.e. how far can tangible 

understandings of the historic environme nt can be placed over the more social intangible 

understandings of it and vice-versa. 

ě ǺƶȡĜȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊĜȡ bĜƖ"ȉʲ lƶƖl±ȉƖĜƖô ̂ȡǺ"l±̃ "Ɩ| ̂ǺŴ"l±̃ l"Ɩ b± ±"ȡĜly complicated using 

ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ Ŵ"Ⱥ±ȉ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ˱ ěƖ ĊĜȡ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí |ʞ±ŴŴĜƖôˮ ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ ǺƶȡĜȺ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ 

ǺĊʲȡĜl"Ŵ "Ɩ| ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ǺŴ"l± l"Ɩ b± lƶƖl±Ĝʘ±| "ȡ "Ɩ ̄±ȡȡ±Ɩl± ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ±ȡ̅ " ̂ô"ȺĊ±ȉĜƖỗ 

together of purpose, people, natural materials and spiritual elements (referred to here as 

̄ȺĊ± íƶɔȉíƶŴ|̅˸ ˷˹̢̞̦̞] 1993, 351). The gathering of the fourfold is very useful for 

considering how cities are experienced, and can be enhanced if considered alongside 

ěƖôƶŴ|̃ȡ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ˰ Ċ± |±lŴ"ȉ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ǺĊʲȡĜl"l world are not divisible, but 

immersive:  

the terrains of the imagination and the physical environment, far from existing on 

distinct ontological levels, run into one another to the extent of being barely 

distinguishable  

(Ingold 2007, 15).  

Thus, there is no such thing as pure space, it is rather that places exist as the physical 

environment and their qualities become ŦƖƶʞƖˮ ƶȉ ̄familiar  ̅to refer to Heidegger,  and 

then evolve as result of demarcations created by our social imagination. This pinpoints 

specifically my understanding of local . Local consists of places where certain physical 

qualities have become familiar to people, ei ther visually or through action , through  

continuously interaction (such as walking and commuting) . This familiarisation gradually 

reinforces demarcations as ̄Ǻ"ȺĊʞ"ʲȡ̅ (both individual and collective)  which connect 

other places together as a tangled m̄eshwork  ̅(Ingold 2008b, 1807). Importantly, 

pathways consist of the navigation of both physical and social terrains̚and in the 

instance of knowing a place it becomes that place. Consequently, the gathering of the 

fourfold, the tangle between physical and social terrain, is a useful concept to bring light 

to heritage practices and has indeed been applied in other disciplines. For example, the 
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place-making ƌƶʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȉƶȡ± ĜƖ ȺĊ± ̞̦̣̝ȡˮ ̄Ǻ"ʲȡ lŴƶȡ± "ȺȺ±ƖȺĜƶƖ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ƌʲȉĜ"| ʞ"ʲȡ 

in which the physical, social, ecological, cultural, and even spiritual qualities of a place are 

ĜƖȺĜƌ"Ⱥ±Ŵʲ ĜƖȺ±ȉȺʞĜƖ±|̅ ˷ǹȉƶŞ±lȺ íƶȉ ǹɔbŴĜl ȠǺ"l±ȡ ̟̝̝̦˯ "Ŵȡƶ ŝ"cobs 1961, 19-21, Whyte 

1980, 10-14). In addition, the concept of the fourfold  can be linked to the term genius 

loci̚spirit of place̚which has been used by planning-phenomenologist Norberg -Schulz 

˷̞̦̥̝˸ "Ɩ| ƶȺĊ±ȉ ɔȉb"Ɩ |±ȡĜôƖ±ȉȡˮ ʞĊƶ "ǺǺŴĜ±| ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ȺĊeories to stress the 

importance of building with acute respect to local places and dwelling (Sime 1986, 49, 

Jivén & Larkham 2003, 68, Welter 2003, 112, Knox 2005, 1-2). The combined social-spatial 

̄±ȡȡ±Ɩl± ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ±ȡ̅ l"Ɩ ĜƖíƶȉƌ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖôȡ ƶí ȺĊ± "ȺȺ"lhment to places, or ŝense of 

place  ̃within heritage management (Johnston 1992, 4, Graham et al 2009, 3, Madgin et al 

2017, 4).  

However, such methodologies are still emerging in the sector and acquiring researchable 

data, which can reveal different experiences of place through language, towards increased 

collaboration remains a challenge. This challenge remains because there is still the 

prevailing issue of language-games which impact the collaborative management of p laces. 

For instance, Whyte the place-maker took three years to successfully communicate his 

ideas on city planning to councils before they were adopted into practice (1980, 15). There 

are other issues beyond language which impede collaboration. If it were simply a case of 

language issues, Heideôô±ȉ̃ȡ lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí " ŴĜƖôɔĜȡȺĜl ̄ɡb±ȉô"Ɩô̅ˮ ƶȉ ̄lȉƶȡȡ ƶʘ±ȉˮ ôƶ ƶʘ±ȉˮ 

venture over in the sense ƶí "|ʘ±ƖȺɔȉ±̅ ˷ǹƶʞ±ŴŴ ̟̝̞̠ˮ ̤˸ lould be more pragmatically 

applied to ensure collaboration in official heritage management. To Heidegger, poetry is a 

̂lȉƶȡȡ ƶʘ±ȉ̃ and its purpose is not about information -transference but conveying larger 

"Ɩ| ̂ƌɔŴȺĜǺŴ± ƌ±"ƖĜƖôȡ̃ ƶȉ ̄"Ɩ ̂ĜƖ±ʬĊ"ɔȡȺĜbŴʲ̃ Ŵ"ȉô± ̂ȡǺ"l± ƶí ˹ȡ±ƌ"ƖȺĜl˺ ʘĜbȉ"ȺĜƶƖ̃̅˷ʱƶɔƖô 

2000, 195). However, unfortunately poetry has not so far been the answer to collaborative 

heritage management undoubtedly due to the prominence of certain language-games 

(for example we do not write poetical planning applications , although see: Grenville 2007, 

451-2, Ablett & Dyer 2009, 219)). Essentially, there are further barriers to collaboration and 

this must be discussed in terms of ontological and also social differences. 

This section has laid out a position on the concept of place, local (locale and locality) and 

the relationship between social and physical terrains. However, there is more to be 
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|Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| ĜƖ Ⱥ±ȉƌȡ ƶí |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±̃ˮ ȺĊ± b"ȉȉĜ±ȉȡ ƶí Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± "Ɩ| ʞ"ʲȡ Ⱥƶ "lŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ȺĊ±ȡ± 

differences without letting them hinder collaboration.  

2.5 Social Difference & Place 

Ontological difference between individuals, evident in language and experienced in place, 

requires further examination. On the one hand, for both Wittgenstein and Heidegger, 

there is room for hope for sharing different experiences of place, towards collaboration, 

through playing language-games or through poetry. On the other,  the absence in 

phenomenological theory of explanations of social differences as influencing 

collaboration̚racial, class, age, gender, sexual, and religious̚ has been criticised 

˷aƶɔȉ|Ĝ±ɔ ̞̦̦̝ˮ ȅȺ| ĜƖ Ƌƶƶȉ±ȡ ̟̝̞̟ˮ ̣̝˸˱ ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ȡȺ"Ɩl± Ċ"ȡ b±±Ɩ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉly 

interrogated due to his, since regretted, affiliation with the Nazi Party (Peet 1998, qtd in 

Wollan 2003, 38). The consequences of social difference on collaborative practices in place 

is more deeply examined by poststructuralist and postmodern theories, which developed 

bƶȺĊ ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ̃ȡ "Ɩ| ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ˱ 

ƕƶȺ"bŴʲˮ ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ̃ȡ ̂Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô±-ô"ƌ±ȡ̃ Ċ"ʘ± ȡȺȉɔlȺɔȉ±| ǺƶȡȺƌƶ|±ȉƖĜȡȺ "llƶɔƖȺȡ ƶí 

difference, for example, Lyotard explains language-ô"ƌ±ȡ "ȡ |ĜʘĜȡĜbŴ± ̂lŴƶɔ|ȡ̃ˮ ±Ɩʘ±ŴƶǺĜƖô 

us at different levels ĜƖ ȡƶlĜ±Ⱥʲ "Ɩ| ȉ±ȡɔŴȺĜƖô ĜƖ ̂Ǻ±ȉƌ±"bŴ±̃ íƶôȡ ƶí |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± ˷̡̞̦̥ˮ ʬʬĜʘ˯ 

also Johannessen 1988). As a result, the concept of " |ĜȡlɔȉȡĜʘ± ̄ƌ±Ⱥ"-Ɩ"ȉȉ"ȺĜʘ±̅̚a 

unitary authoritative cloud̚is fully dismissed; there are instead many different clouds and 

language-ô"ƌ±ȡ ĜƖ ȡƶlĜ±Ⱥʲ ˷ĉ"ȉʘ±ʲ ̞̦̦̝ˮ ̡̣˸˱ ų"Ɩôɔ"ô± l"Ɩ b± ȡ±±Ɩ "ȡ " ̂bƶɔƖ|"ȉʲ 

ƌ"ŦĜƖỗ ±ʬ±ȉlĜȡ± ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȡƶlĜ±Ⱥʲˮ ȉ±ĜȺ±ȉ"ȺĜƖô |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±ȡ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ "Ɩ| bʲ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ôȉƶɔǺȡˮ 

íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ ǺƶŴĜȺĜlĜ"Ɩ̃ȡ lƶɔƖȺŴ±ȡȡ ȡǺ±±lĊ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ȉ±Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ ̄ʞƶȉŦĜƖô lŴ"ȡȡ±ȡ̅ ˷aƶɔȉ|Ĝ±ɔ 

1983a, 246, Delanty 2009, 153). Particularly in social sciences, studies tend to attribute 

|Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± Ⱥƶ ʞĊ"Ⱥ Ĝȡ ȉ±í±ȉȉ±| Ⱥƶ "ȡ ̂ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ l"ǺĜȺ"Ŵ̃ ƶȉ ̂|ĜȡȺĜƖlȺĜƶƖ̃ ˷aƶɔȉ|Ĝ±ɔ ̡̞̦̥ˮ a"ȉb±ȉ 

2013, 103). However, such divisions of social difference do not necessarily restrict 

collaboration outright. Richard Sennett has suggested that in modern society, some are 

̄b±ƖȺ ƶƖ ȉ±|ɔlĜƖô ȺĊ± "ƖʬĜ±ȺĜ±ȡ ʞĊĜlĊ |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±ȡ l"Ɩ ĜƖȡǺĜȉ±̅ Ŵ±"|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ " 

homogenisation of society and reduced ability to cooperate with others (2012, 8; also 

Bourdieu 1990, 137). Moreover, difference is more complex than an acknowledgement of 

demarcations between people (e.g. I am/you are black/white/richer/poorer/male/female/ 
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bŴƶƖ|˾bȉɔƖ±ȺȺ±˾í"Ⱥ˾ȺĊĜƖ˾ƶŴ|˾ʲƶɔƖô˸˱ ȠɔlĊ bĜƖ"ȉĜ±ȡ "ȉ± ƖƶȺ ȡȺ"ȺĜlˮ ĜƖ í"lȺ ȺĊ±ʲ ̄"ȉ± products 

ƶí ĊĜȡȺƶȉʲˮ ȡɔbŞ±lȺ Ⱥƶ b±ĜƖô Ⱥȉ"Ɩȡíƶȉƌ±|ˮ ʞĜȺĊ ƌƶȉ± ƶȉ Ŵ±ȡȡ |ĜííĜlɔŴȺʲˮ bʲ ĊĜȡȺƶȉʲ̅ ˷aƶɔȉ|Ĝ±ɔ 

1983a, 248). Overcoming difference, one has to take a new stance on the binaries in our 

language. As such difference̚ via différance̚is not static but:  

 ā rigorous and renewed analysis of the value of presence, of presence of self or to 

ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ ˹˲˺ {Ĝííµȉ"Ɩl± Ĝȡ ̂Ⱥƶ b± lƶƖl±Ĝʘ±|̃ ˹˲˺ !ȡ " ȡȺȉ"Ɩô± ̂ŴƶôĜl̃ ȺĊ"Ⱥ bȉĜƖôȡ Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉ 

identity and difference, differing and deferring, repetition and otherness, différ ance 

is a ping ǺƶƖô b"ŴŴ ʲƶɔ l"Ɩ Ɩ±ʘ±ȉ íƶŴŴƶʞ̅  

(Derrida 2000, 534, qtd in Royle 2003, 79-80).  

{Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± Ĝȡ Ɩ±ʘ±ȉ "Ɩ ̂±Ɩ|̃ ǺƶĜƖȺ bɔȺ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí " lĊ"ĜƖ ƶí ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ȡ±ŴíƖ±ȡȡ "Ɩ| 

otherness at various points in time̚this can include the binaries I listed above but 

essentially social difference is an ever-growing list of distinctions. If differences are ever-

emerging then the ever-seeking of common ground alongside ongoing recognition of 

difference is key to collaborative efforts.  

However, whilst it is important to consider the emergent nature of differences, such a 

standpoint easily bypasses the importance of difference within a key moment in time. 

Social theorist Anthony Giddens argued Derrida discarded the difference of present to 

past and future ones: h± ʞ"ȡ ĜƖȡȺ±"| ƌƶȉ± ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺ±| ĜƖ ʝĜȺȺô±ƖȡȺ±ĜƖ̃ȡ lƶƖl±ǺȺĜƶn that 

knowing a language-game l"Ɩ "ȡȡĜȡȺ ĜƖ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ȺĜƖô ĜƖ ȺĊ± |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ̄íƶȉƌȡ ƶí ŴĜí±̅ ĜƖ 

specific times and also places (1979, 36). Importantly, physical place has important links to 

the notion  ƶí ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±˱ ȹĊ"Ⱥ ̄ȡǺ"ȺĜ"Ŵ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl±ȡ "ȉ± lƶƖlȉ±ȺĜȡ±| ƶʘ±ȉ ȺĜƌ± ĜƖ ȺĊ± bɔĜŴȺ 

±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ̅ ˷ų±í±bʘȉ± ̞̦̦̞ ȅȺ| ĜƖ ɓȉȉʲ ̢̞̦̦ˮ ̢̟˸ l"Ɩ b± "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± language-

games of those who create the built environment (e.g. architects, city planners, heritage 

regeneration experts, or place-makers) and the everyday interaction within places 

ȺĊ±ȉ±"íȺ±ȉ bʲ ȺĊ± ̂ǺɔbŴĜl̃ ˷±˱ô˱ ȉ±ȡĜ|±ƖȺȡˮ lĊĜŴ|ȉ±Ɩˮ ǺƶŴĜl±ƌ±Ɩˮ ȡȺɔ|±ƖȺȡˮ ȺƶɔȉĜȡȺȡˮ ƶȉ Ⱥ"ʬĜ 

drivers.) This may not necessarily lead to a Foucauldian concept of place where those in 

authority shape practice as is argued by Kuper (2003, 258-9) and Rabinow (2003, 358). 

Instead, different people can appropriate and adapt place to their own notions of identity, 

to create unofficial connections within official places (a pertinent example is with 

immigrants in new countries) (De Certeau 1988, qtd in Vis 2009, 36, Buciek & Juul 2008, 
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111). But because authorities are heavily involved in the shaping of places, any 

collaboration  between local authorities and community groups  must overcome a variety 

of social differences prevalent in context. 

Indeed, for Giddens, overcoming difference towards collaboration  had to be ontologically 

comprised in place and with humans who are reflective of their embodied interacti ons 

(Giddens 1984, 34). TĜƌ±ˮ ȡǺ"l± "Ɩ| "ô±Ɩlʲ "ȉ± Ŧ±ʲ ƖƶȺĜƶƖȡ ĜƖ óĜ||±Ɩȡ̃ ȡȺȉɔlȺɔȉ"ȺĜƶƖ 

theory, with locale comprising, not as a passive back-drop but the active setting for 

ĜƖȺ±ȉ"lȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ lĊ"Ɩô± íȉƶƌ ʞĊĜlĊ ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜʘ± "lȺƶȉȡ |ȉ"ʞ ƶƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ ̄̃ʞ"ȉȉ"ƖȺ "Ɩ| 

regularise what ȺĊ±ʲ |ƶ̃̅ ˷óĜ||±Ɩȡ ȅȺ| ĜƖ ȹɔlŦ±ȉ ̞̦̦̥ˮ ̥̤˯ "Ŵȡƶ óĜ||±Ɩȡ ̞̦̤̦ˮ ̟̝̤-9). 

Moreover, Harvey has considered how group activism and collaboration forms as 

̄Ǻ"ȺlĊ±ȡ̅ ƶí Ŵƶl"ŴŴʲ-b"ȡ±| |±Ⱥ±ȉƌĜƖĜȡƌ ˷̞̦̦̝ˮ ̡̣˸ ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ b± ±Ɩ"lȺ±| ĜƖ ̄ȡǺ"l±ȡ ƶí 

ĊƶǺ±̅ "Ɩ| ƌƶȉ± ȡǺ±lĜíĜl"ŴŴʲ ̄ȺĊ±"Ⱥȉ±ȡ ƶí ȺĊƶɔôĊȺ "Ɩ| "lȺĜƶƖ̅ ˷ĉ"ȉʘ±ʲ ̟̝̝̝ˮ ̡̟̠ˮ "Ŵȡƶ 

Giddens 1984, 118 qtd in Grenville 2015, 47). This is the main point of this chapter; to 

essentially emphasise the physical and social aspects of locales which are key to 

collaboration, such as town halls, guildhalls (Giles 2000), plazas and market-places 

(Richardson 2003, Koch & Latham 2011). Being-in-the-world, being in these places and to 

±ʬǺŴƶȉ± |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± Ĝȡ "Ɩ ±ƌbƶ|Ĝ±| ƶȉ ̂íŴ±ȡĊ bƶɔƖ|̃ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ˷ų±ʘĜƖ"ȡ ̟̝̝̥ˮ ̢̤˸˱ ìƶȉ 

example, within a phʲȡĜl"Ŵ Ċ"Ɩ|ȡĊ"Ŧ± ŴĜ±ȡ˰ ̄̂ȺĊ± lƶƌƌƶƖ "lȺ ƶí í±±ŴĜƖô "Ɩ| b±ĜƖô í±ŴȺ̃˱ 

˹˲˺ĜȺ Ĝȡ "Ŵʞ"ʲȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ƶí ȺĊ± "ŴȺ±ȉ ±ôƶ ȺĊ"Ⱥ bȉ±"Ŧȡ ±ôƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ĜȡƶŴ"ȺĜƶƖ̅ ˷̟̝̝̥ˮ ̤̣ˮ 

original emphasis). Levinas also explained differences as both constituting the world and 

interlƶƖƖ±lȺ±| bʲ b±ĜƖô Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ȺĊ± ʞƶȉŴ| ˷̥̝˸˯ ȺĊɔȡˮ ŦƖƶʞĜƖô "ƖƶȺĊ±ȉ̃ȡ |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± Ĝȡ ƌɔlĊ 

b±ȺȺ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ ̂ĜƖ|Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl±̃ "Ɩ| l"Ɩ ȡɔǺǺƶȉȺ "Ɩʲ ʞĜȡĊ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ lƶƌƌƶƖ ôƶƶ| ˷̦̥˸˱ ȠɔlĊ 

embodied social relations are important, as Smith maintains (Campbell & Smith 2016). 

Following Giddens and Harvey however, there is a need to give equal weight to the 

location of such interaction and to consider how it is immersive with the embodied and 

language we use to collaborate. This is raised by the work of Miles and Gibson who are 

coƖl±ȉƖ±| ʞĜȺĊ " í"ĜŴɔȉ± ĜƖ lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl± Ⱥƶ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ± ̄±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ȺĜƶƖ "ȡ " 

ȡĜȺɔ"Ⱥ±| Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ̅ "Ɩ| Ċƶʞ ̄lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl±ȡ "Ɩ| ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ôĜʘ± ƌ±"ƖĜƖô Ⱥƶˮ "ȉ± ĜƌǺ"lȺ±| 

by, and shape the material spaces, environments and institutions in, and through, which 

ȺĊ±ʲ ƶllɔȉ̅ ˷̟̝̞̤ˮ ̞˸˱ 
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How these arguments bear on heritage management is important. That heritage 

ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ Ĝȡ ɔȡɔ"ŴŴʲ l"ȉȉĜ±| ƶɔȺ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ɓť bʲ ȺĊ± ̂ʞĊĜȺ± ƌĜ||Ŵ± lŴ"ȡȡ±ȡ̃ ˷ĜƖ ±ĜȺĊ±ȉ Ǻ"Ĝ| ƶȉ 

voluntary roles) has long been recognised and indeed, class and racial differences or other 

exclusions does remain as important today as ever (Smith et al 2011, 2, Graham et al 2016, 

41-2; also Hanley 2016). Grenville focuses on these issues and considers the practices of 

planners, heritage bodies, local councils, practitioners and other campaigners as being 

|ȉĜʘ±Ɩ bʲ ȡǺ±lĜíĜl ̄ƶƖȺƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ĜƖȡ±lɔȉĜȺĜ±ȡ̅̚a concern of loss (social, economic etc.) 

resulting in development that either detrimentally impacts upon or unhelpfully valorises 

the historic environment (for example, spending budgets on museums where better 

housing is needed) (2007 & 2015, 57). However, whilst focusing on these psychological 

motives, her attention could more fully account for how conservation activities are 

ontologically comprised in time and ȡǺ"l± ȺĊ±ƌȡ±Ŵʘ±ȡˮ bʲ |ĜȡȺĜƖlȺĜʘ± ôȉƶɔǺȡ ƶí ̅ȉ±"Ŵ 

Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± ĜƖ ȉ±"Ŵ ǺŴ"l±ȡ̅ ˷ťȉ"ɔȡ ̟̝̝̥ˮ ̡̟̤-32). Burström has recognised the importance for 

Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± Ǻȉ"lȺĜȺĜƶƖ±ȉȡ "Ɩ| lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ôȉƶɔǺȡ Ⱥƶ ĊƶŴ| ĜƖ ȡĜȺɔ |Ĝ"Ŵƶôɔ± ƶȉ ̄Ⱥʞƶ ʞ"ʲ̅ 

communication (2013, 102). He also recognises that effective communication skills, such as 

in a meeting, are not necessarily held by all, which could lead to social biases (difference) if 

efforts to create collaborative places are not provided (105; also Pendlebury et al 2004, 23-

24).  

In short, social differences take an effort to acknowledge in situ. However, obviously we 

are not always face-to-face, in situ with the people we aim to collaborate with. We reside 

in vastly-structured fields across the globe and time-zones, that is the basic characteristic 

of hyper-modernity (Tucker 1998, 88, Rantanen 2005). At this point, collaboration beyond 

places, and indeed through specific language-games using media, I now discuss. 

2.6 Media and the City 

Media is a wide term for numerous graphic materials (Perry 2007, 1) which can impact the 

ʞ"ʲ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ ǺŴ"l± Ĝȡ ±ƖlƶɔƖȺ±ȉ±| íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±˰ ̄ʞȉĜȺĜƖôˮ "ȉlĊĜȺ±lȺɔȉ"Ŵ |±ȡĜôƖȡˮ Ǻ"ĜƖȺĜƖôȡˮ 

guide books, literary texts, films, postcards, advertisements, music, travel patterns, 

ǺĊƶȺƶôȉ"ǺĊȡ̅ ˷ɓȉȉʲ ̢̞̦̦ˮ ̠̝˸˱ ȹĊ±ȉ± "ȉ± ˷at least) three reasons why media and particularly 

cities as places must be associated. Firstly, because cities can be seen as visual phenomena 

ʞĊĜlĊ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± l"Ɩ ŴƶƶŦ "Ⱥ ˷ĜƖ "Ɩ ̂±ʲ±-to-ǺŴ"l±̃ ȡ±Ɩȡ±˸˱ Ƞ±lƶƖ|Ŵʲˮ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ 
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arguments show that visual media can be situated statically in place,  e.g. signs or 

billboards, which influence the way cities are seen. And thirdly, because media can also be 

of place  (i.e. captured in images, paintings, photographs) and therefore transcend it. 

ų±Ⱥ̃ȡ íĜȉȡȺ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ Ċƶʞ ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ Ĝȡ ĜȺȡ±Ŵí " ʘĜȡɔ"Ŵ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±ƖƶƖˮ " ̂ȺĊĜƖỗ ȡ±±Ɩˮ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± 

consequences of such thinking. Theoretical work on this area has been provided by the 

writer and literary critic Walter Benjamin, who, in the early 20th century, produced a 

Ɩɔƌb±ȉ ƶí ̂ǺƶȉȺȉ"ĜȺȡ̃ ƶȉ {±ƖŦbĜŴ|±ȉȡ ˷ȺĊƶɔôĊȺ-images) of cities such as Berlin, Paris, Bergen 

and Moscow (Gilloch 1996, 3). In these semi-±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊĜl ̂ȡŦ±ȺlĊ±ȡ̃ a±ƖŞ"ƌĜƖ ĊɔƖȺ±| íƶȉ 

" ʘĜȡɔ"Ŵ ̄ɓȉǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±Ɩ̅ˮ " ̂lŴɔ±̃ ȺĊ"Ⱥ b±ŴƶƖô±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ "Ɩ| bȉƶɔôĊȺ Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉ 

̄ȡĜôƖĜíĜl"Ɩl± "Ɩ| "ǺǺ±"ȉ"Ɩl±ˮ ʞƶȉ| "Ɩ| ȺĊĜƖôˮ Ĝ|±" "Ɩ| ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl±̅ ˷!ȉ±Ɩ|Ⱥ ̞̦̦̟ˮ ̞̤˸˱ 

UƖ|±ȉǺĜƖƖĜƖô ȺĊĜȡ ʞ"ȡ a±ƖŞ"ƌĜƖ̃ȡ b±ŴĜ±í ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ɔȉb"Ɩ ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ ʞ"ȡ created as a 

reaction to and in turn restructured  human behaviour (Gilloch 1996, 5). For him, this meant 

that tĊ± lĜȺʲ ʞ"ȡ ȉ±íŴ±lȺ±|˰ ̄̃ĜƖ ȺĊƶɔȡ"Ɩ|ȡ ƶí ±ʲ±ȡˮ ĜƖ ȺĊƶɔȡ"Ɩ|ȡ ƶí ƶbŞ±lȺȡ̃̅ ˷a±ƖŞ"ƌĜƖˮ ȅȺ| 

in Gilloch 1996, 6). Landscape and city-scape as aesthetic phenomena have both been 

discussed by visual and heritage theorists and geographers (Harvey 1990 cited in Schwartz 

& Ryan 2003, 6, Urry 2007a, 189, McDowell 2008, 39-40). And researchers have since 

±ʘƶŦ±| a±ƖŞ"ƌĜƖ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ ʞĊ±Ɩ |ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƖô ȺĊ± lĊ"ƖôĜƖô ƶí "±ȡȺĊ±ȺĜlȡ ƶȉ ȉ±bȉ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí lĜȺʲ-

ȡl"Ǻ±ȡ˰ ȺĊ±ʲ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ± ȺĊĜȡ ǺƶŴĜȺĜl"Ŵ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ "ȡ ȺĊ± "ȡȡĜƌĜŴ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ʘĜȡɔ"Ŵ ̄"ȉchitectural 

lƶ|±ȡ̅ ĜƖ bɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡˮ ȺĊ± Ǻȉƶ|ɔlȺĜƶƖ ƶí lĜȺʲ-scape designs (Pusca 2010, Thompson 2010, 56; 

also Peel & Lloyd 2008, Dunn et al 2014). The view of the city is captured through the eyes 

of the traversing-pedestrian, the flâneur, a sight-seeing role Benjamin exercised, 

developed from the work of Baudelaire (Arendt 1992, 18). Walking by foot at the ground 

level and seeing cities proffers a visual-phenomenological connection (Ingold 2004, 2010 

& 2011b, 313-314, Pink 2008 & 2011, 14) which in turn can also uncover how different 

bodies experience and see(k) place (Degen & Rose 2012, 3275, Rosenberg 2012, 131), 

such as through the quest for the centre of places (Cohen 1979) or everyday residential 

interaction (Ennen 2000). And walking at this ground level, the visual elements of cities 

emerge more easily through such things as interpretation boards or street signs.  

And so this brings us to consider media that is in place  via phenomenological arguments. 

Returning to Heidegger, we can deconstruct the term phenomenology into its two 
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ŴĜƖôɔĜȡȺĜl ȡ±ôƌ±ƖȺȡ˯ ̂ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±Ɩ"̃ "Ɩ| ̂Ŵƶôƶȡ̃˱  ĉ± íĜȉȡȺ |±ȡlȉĜb±ȡ ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±Ɩ" "ȡ ȉ±ʘ±"ŴĜƖôˮ 

making visible, a thing announcing itself, or indeed, announcing another thing ([1927] 

2001, 49-̢̢˸˱ ěƖ ȺĊĜȡ ʘ±ĜƖˮ ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|ɔ"Ŵȡ lƶƌ± "lȉƶȡȡ ̂ȡĜôƖȡ̃ ˷ǺĊ±Ɩƶƌ±Ɩ"˸ ʞĊĜlĊ ȉ±ʘ±"Ŵ 

ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ ĜƖ ǺŴ"l±˰ ̄ʝ± íĜƖ| ȡɔlĊ ȡĜôƖȡ ĜƖ ȡĜôƖǺƶȡȺȡˮ bƶɔƖ|"ȉʲ ȡȺƶƖ±ȡ̅ ˷̞̝̥˸˱  

ȹĊ±ȡ± ȡĜôƖȡ "ȉ± ɔȡ±íɔŴ b±l"ɔȡ± ƶí ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ̂ȉ±"|ʲƖ±ȡȡ-at-Ċ"Ɩ| "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ǺȉƶʬĜƌĜȺʲ̃ ˷̞̞̠-114). 

Different static signs̚a public toilet sign , a historic plaque, an attraction pointer sign, 

interpretation signs and a road sign̚reveal specific kinds of dwelling within a place 

(living, working, and visiting). And Heidegger acknowledges, these are often simply beheld 

íƶȉ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ̂ȉ±ʘ±"ŴĜƖô Şƶb̃ "Ɩ| hence become ordinary (191).  

ȠɔlĊ ȡĜôƖȡ "ȉ± ̄ʘĜȡɔ"Ŵ b"lŦôȉƶɔƖ| ƖƶĜȡ±̅ ɔƖŴ±ȡȡ ȺĊ±ʲ "ȉ± |ĜȡȉɔǺȺ±| ĜƖ ȡƶƌ± ʞ"ʲˮ ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ 

be read as political intervention or activism (Rosenberg 2012, 142). So, if these static signs 

were taken away, place may undergo a loss of wayfinding and a loss of perceived concern 

or safeguarding (or even indicate more political tactics such as place concealments during 

wartime). More specifically, interpretation boards for heritage sites possess the ability to 

ȉ±ʘ±"Ŵ ǺŴ"l±̃ȡ pastness in a phenomenological manner, as recognised in the mid-20th 

century by Freedman Tilden ([1957] 2007; also Stewart et al 1998, 257, Uzzell 1998, 1). 

!bŴ±ȺȺ "Ɩ| {ʲ±ȉ ˷̟̝̝̦˸ Ċ"ʘ± ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ Ĝȡ lƶƌǺ"ȺĜbŴ± ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± 

ȹĜŴ|±Ɩ̃ȡ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ b±l"ɔȡ± ȺĊ± Ŵ"ȺȺ±ȉ̃ȡ íƶȉƌ ƶí ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜƶƖ ȉ±ʘ±"Ŵȡ ǺŴ"l± "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí "Ɩ 

emergent process of knowledge gain in place (which sometimes can be poetical) (219). 

ěƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺŴʲˮ ȺĊ±ʲ "Ŵȡƶ ȡɔôô±ȡȺ±| "Ɩ ±ʬȺ±ƖȡĜƶƖ ƶí ĉ±Ĝ|±ôô±ȉ̃ȡ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ ĜƖlŴɔ|± 

ó"|"ƌ±ȉ̃ȡ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± "Ɩ| ̂Ⱥȉ"|ĜȺĜƶƖȡ̃ ƶí ƶȉ ̂Ǻȉ±Şɔ|Ĝl±ȡ̃ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ 

place (226). Thus, interpretation signs located within the historic environment can reveal 

the ways that place is managed by others and for others who have different requirements 

of place and thus reiterate certain social differences. 

Moving on, media can also be of place˱ ųƶôƶȡ Ĝȡ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺƶƶ| Ⱥƶ b± "Ɩ ƶƖôƶĜƖô ̄|ĜȡlɔȉȡĜʘ± 

lƶƌƌɔƖĜl"ȺĜƶƖ̅ ʞĊĜlĊ ̄ƌ"Ŧ±ȡ ƌ"ƖĜí±ȡȺ ʞĊ"Ⱥ ĜȺ Ĝȡ Ⱥ"ŴŦĜƖô "bƶɔȺ "Ɩ| ȺĊɔȡ ƌ"Ŧ±ȡ ȺĊĜȡ 

"ll±ȡȡĜbŴ± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ƶȺĊ±ȉ Ǻ"ȉȺʲ̅ ˷ĉ±Ĝ|±gger [1927] 2001, 56), essentially ̂ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ 

ȡĊ"ȉĜƖỗ˱ ȠɔlĊ ƌ±|Ĝ" Ĝȡ ƌ"|± "ll±ȡȡĜbŴ± b±l"ɔȡ± ĜȺ ƌ"ƖĜí±ȡȺȡ "ȡ ƌƶȉ± íŴɔĜ|ˮ ±ǺĊ±ƌ±ȉ"Ŵ 

forms of communication̚such as through newspapers and social media sites̚ which are 

connected to specific kinds of material and mobile technology (Urry 2007b). When 
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discussing such technology, Heidegger charges it with disrupting locality, the rooted 

"ȡǺ±lȺ ƶí ǺŴ"l± "Ɩ| ǺɔȡĊ±ȡ Ċɔƌ"ƖĜȺʲ˰ ̄Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ȺĊ± ȅɔ±ȡȺ ƶí ȉ±ƌƶȺ±Ɩ±ȡȡ̅ ˷˹̞̦̟̤˺ ̟̝̝̞ˮ 

̡̞̝˸˯ ̄{"ȡ±ĜƖ Ċ"ȡ ȡƶ ±ʬǺ"Ɩ|±| ĜȺȡ ±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ environment that it has accomplished a de-

ȡ±ʘ±ȉ"Ɩl± ƶí ȺĊ± ̀ʞƶȉŴ|̀̅ ˷̡̞̝˸˱ ! ʘ±ȉʲ ȡĜƌĜŴ"ȉ "ȉôɔƌ±ƖȺ Ĝȡ Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ ĜƖ ʝ"ŴȺ±ȉ a±ƖŞ"ƌĜƖ̃ȡ 

ƖƶȺ"bŴ± ʞƶȉŦ ̄!ȉȺ ĜƖ ȺĊ± !ô± ƶí Ƌ±lĊ"ƖĜl"Ŵ Ȉ±Ǻȉƶ|ɔlȺĜƶƖ̅ˮ which focuses on the 

movement of media in bringing places from thei r original location:  

Above all, it enables the original to meet the beholder halfway, be it in the form of a 

photograph or a phonograph record. The cathedral leaves its locale to be received in 

the studio of a lover of art; the choral production, performe d in an auditorium or in 

the open air, resounds in the drawing room 

(Benjamin 2008, 6). 

In his focus on the mobilisations of media, Benjamin also discussed that the explosion of 

"ȉȺʞƶȉŦȡˮ íĜŴƌʞƶȉŦȡˮ ƶȉ ǺĊƶȺƶʞƶȉŦȡ "lȉƶȡȡ ȺĜƌ± "Ɩ| ȡǺ"l± ȡĊȉĜƖŦȡ ȺĊ± ̂"ɔȉ"̃ ƶí the original 

ƶbŞ±lȺˮ íȉ"lȺɔȉĜƖô ĜȺȡ ɔƖĜȅɔ±Ɩ±ȡȡ ĜƖȺƶ " ̄ƌɔŴȺĜǺŴĜlĜȺʲ ƶí ĜƖlĜ|±Ɩl±ȡ̅ˮ Ŵ±"|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ " ̄ŴĜȅɔĜ|"ȺĜƶƖ 

ƶí ȺĊ± ʘ"Ŵɔ± ƶí Ⱥȉ"|ĜȺĜƶƖ ĜƖ ȺĊ± lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̅ ˷̤-8, original emphasis). Because such 

media can supersede space, it can also supersede time. Media essentially has v̂elocity ,̃ 

that is, movement away from an original source in a short amount of time . This has an 

impact upon social interaction and collaboration. Notably, herein lies a point where 

Giddens and Harvey idea of social spaces diverge (discussed in the section above). As 

Rantanen explains, Giddens believed globalization, telecommunication and media 

̂ȡȺȉ±ȺlĊ±|̃ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡ "lȉƶȡȡ ȺĜƌ± "Ɩ| ȡǺ"l±ˮ ʞĊ±ȉ±"ȡ ȺĊ± ĉ"ȉʘ±ʲ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ±| ȺĊ±ƌ Ⱥƶ 

be shrunk and therefore made more robust because th±ȉ± Ĝȡ ̂Ŵ±ȡȡ-ȺĜƌ± "Ɩ| ȡǺ"l±̃ ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ 

to reach out to someone (2005, 47). In my view, both shrinkage and stretching can occur 

"Ⱥ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ȺĜƌ±ȡ "Ɩ| ĜƖ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ lƶƖȺ±ʬȺȡ˱ ʝ± ȡĊƶɔŴ| lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ ƌ±|Ĝ"̃ȡ ĜƌǺ"lȺ ƶƖ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ 

ĜƖȺ±ȉ"lȺĜƶƖ ĜƖ Ⱥ±ȉƌȡ ƶí ̂ʞĊ±ȉ± ĜȺ ±Ɩ|ȡ ɔǺ̃ˮ ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô ȺĊƶȡ± ȺĜƌ±ȡ ȡǺ±ƖȺ ʞ"ŴŦĜƖô |ƶʞƖ " 

ȡȺȉ±±Ⱥ ʞĜȺĊ ƶƖ±̃ȡ Ɩƶȡ± Ⱥƶ " ǺĊƶƖ± ƶȉ ȉ±"|ĜƖô " ǺƶȡȺ±ȉ "|ʘ±ȉȺĜȡĜƖô " ǺƶŴĜȺĜl"Ŵ ȉ"ŴŴʲ ȡȺɔlŦ Ⱥƶ " 

wall. The velocity of media has raised concern regarding the loss of authenticity of cultural 

heritage, for example, tourists experience place through guidebooks, leading to the 

attachment of wide expansions of place through mobilised symbols, without having 

experienced the place first-hand (Tuan 1977, 18; also Malpas 2008a & 2008b). However, 
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others have seen the potential for such media to positively enhance (or at least change) 

experience (and indeed, have discussed that Benjamin shared the view the mass media 

can be lead to social action) (Graves-Brown 2013a, Morgan 2015, Perry 2016; also Walsh 

2007). Furthermore, it is argued that the weirdness of digital, visual replications of cultural 

heritage can not only encourage a new authentic engagement with the past, but that this 

experience encourages collaboration beyond social differences (Jeffrey 2015). The use of 

mixed-media: 

ƶǺ±Ɩ˹ȡ˺ ɔǺ Ɩ±ʞ ʞ"ʲȡ ƶí ±ʬǺŴƶȉĜƖô "Ɩ| "ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȺĜƖô " lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ̃ȡ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± 

physical and social settings of the heritage, thereby enabling a form of social 

production of heritage as the locus of our sense of place 

(Giaccardi & Palen 2008, 282). 

This is an optimistic standpoint. But because media are now seen to be pervasively 

embedding the social world, there are also more complex critiques of them (Banks 2007, 

40, Rose 2012, xviii).  

It has been noted that visual media, particularly photogr aphy, from an early stage built on 

assumptions of truth and ideas of evidence or even of a universal language beyond words 

(Arago 1980, Daguerre 1980, 13, De Zayas 1980, 129, Sekula 1981, 18 & 1989, 16). This 

assumption has been critiqued because media is produced in specific contexts and indeed, 

looked at in specific contexts (Berger 1973, 8, Tagg 1988, 61). Particularly with 

photography, it is possible to predetermine visuals because the framed edges of an image 

can reveal place in certain ways: photographers materially control visual perspectives by 

shrinking focus and enabling alterations to be made (Cheung 2010, 259-262). Essentially, 

in practice media production and consumption is formed by different intellectual fields 

(Bourdieu 1983b). In recognition of this, archaeologists are calling for increased reflexivity 

into the use of media in disseminating knowledge about the past  within and without the 

sector (Copeland 2004, Mapùnda & Lane 2004, Merriman 2004, Schadla-Hall 2006, Bevan 

2011, Moshenska & Schadla-Hall 2011, Bonacchi 2012). For example, in academic research, 

the assumption that media (such as photographs, diagrams and illustrations) offer 

infallible evidence has been questioned (Shanks 1997, Bohrer 2005) and unethical 

presentations of past (and current) cultures through media have been scrutinised (Perry 
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2009, 401, Perry & Marion 2010, 97). Media, such as newspapers or television, have long 

had the potential to be used as a tool for public engagement and raising the profile of 

archaeological sites or historic buildings, (Grenville & Ritchie 2005, 221, Moshenska & 

Shadla-Hall 2011) but it also has been recognised that the academic, professionals and the 

press operate within their own divisions of practice (Hills 1993, 222). Within both online 

and analogue publications geared to wards attracting the publics  ̃attention, archaeologists 

have become aware some works are sensationalist, over simplistic, inaccurate, or 

potentially created without due consideration to their audiences (Clack & Brittain 2009, 30, 

Richardson 2012 & 2014). On more pragmatic terms, creators of both analogue and digital 

media must meet high expectations and basic ettiquette (McDavid 2004, 74, Chitty 2015 

pers. comm, Hadley 2015 pers. comms) in a world where browser updates abound and 

novel or attractive media compete for attention (i.e. books made of coffee, mirrors, or that 

glow in the dark) (Temple 2012). Furthermore, in constructing web-platforms through 

which to engage people with the past, archaeologists have noted apathy (Affleck & Kvan 

2008, 100) or disagreements between archaeologists and the public which require further 

engagement (McDavid 2004, 173). Such disagreements can be known to escalate into 

conflict over political or other significant standpoints on social media, as  shown be the 

|ĜȡǺɔȺ± ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ⱥ±| bʲ ȺĊ± ̂bŴ"lŦ Ȉƶƌ"Ɩ í"ȺĊ±ȉ̃ "ƖĜƌ"ȺĜƶƖ ˷ĉĜôôĜƖȡ ̟̝̞̤˸˱  

Thus, both media production and consumption also reflect social differences. Media usage 

is not replicated across all countries, cities, and societies as explored by the international 

̄ʝĊʲ ʝ± ǹƶȡȺ̅ ǺȉƶŞ±lȺ ˷ƋĜŴŴ±ȉ ̟̝̞̤˸˱ ìɔȉȺĊ±ȉƌƶȉ±ˮ ȺĊ± ̂|ƶ-it-yourself', self-promotional 

"ȡǺ±lȺ ƶí ƌ±|Ĝ" ˷|ȉ"ʞĜƖô íȉƶƌ ĉ"b±ȉƌ"ȡ̃ȡ lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí "lȺĜƶƖ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ǺɔbŴĜl ȡǺĊ±ȉ±˸ ƌ±"Ɩȡ 

that media created by different groups can flow regardless of each-others differences 

(Ratto & Boler 2014, 12-13). So, whilst local authorities produce various types of media 

(e.g. newsletters, leaflets) to provide essential access to information to residents (Dooris & 

Heritage 2011) resistance against institutional narratives can manifest as undercurrents of 

activist postcards, posters, newsletters or even alternative blue plaques depicting untold 

LGBT histories posted in significant areas (Atkinson 2008, 385, MyFutureYork 2017b). 

These examples highlight that media can play a role in both overcoming and reiterating 

differences both in and of cities. Thus, whilst the use of different kinds of media can assist 

collaboration , it is understood that they are no social panacea. Media essentially has a 
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w̄ild side :̅ the messy aspects of the world are reflected through and created by them 

(Gallagher & Freeman 2011, Morgan & Eve 2012, 522, Morgan 2014, Piccini & Schaepe 

2014, Perry 2016).  

To summarise, via Benjamin we can see that media are dialectically entwined with place 

and also the social differences inherent within them. This is inherent in media in place 

which encourage wayfinding and through media of place, which can encourage certain 

forms of collaboration. Both reiterate social differences. Within the city, a place 

encompassing both community groups̃ "Ɩ| Ŵƶl"Ŵ ôƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ̃ȡ ǺȉĜƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺ 

to consider how (and where) visual media and language play a role.  

2.7 The Multi-Local City 

As I have discussed with Heidegger, Ingold and also Benjamin, cities are at once physical 

and social. They are a gathering of social and physical elements "Ɩ| ȺĊɔȡ b±lƶƌ± ̄mirror 

and a mould  ̅to the ongoing social relations occurring within them (Meinig 1979 qtd in 

Knox 1991, 181). The bringing together of physical and social is further developed by 

assemblage theory and highlights the interconnected nature of cities through different 

analogies.  

For instance, following Actor Network Theory as framed by Bruno Latour, some have 

posited the city as a high density n̄etwork ,̅ wherein the construction of knowledge is 

enabled through the cĜȉlɔŴ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí bƶȺĊ ƶƖȺƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ̄ingredients  ̅and practices by 

individuals that can be traced across both the micro (local) and macro (global) scales 

(Bestor 2003, 303, Latour 2005, 28). Technology, money, materials and indeed, mass media 

are also mobilised within these networks (Urry 1995, 30; also Amin & Thrift 2002, 3 & 

2017, Urry 2007a, Atkinson 2008, 382, Büscher et al 2011, Gillen & Hall 2011). However, 

Ingold has contested network theory (which he argued, placed too much focus on the 

lƶƖƖ±lȺĜʘĜȺʲ "ȡ ŴĜƖ±ȡ ̂ĜƖ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ̃ ȺĊĜƖôȡ˸ "Ɩ| ĜƖȡȺ±ad maintained his concept of a 

meshwork analogy. He argued that the pathways (the navigation and not just destinations) 

are equally important to being -in-the-world and thus create the places or localities (Ingold 

2008b, 1796 & 805-6; also Harrison 2013, 212, Piccini 2015). I posit that there is an 

"Ɩ"Ŵƶôƶɔȡ ȡĜƌĜŴ"ȉĜȺʲ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ěƖôƶŴ|̃ȡ ƌ±ȡĊʞƶȉŦ ƶí Ǻ"ȺĊʞ"ʲȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí 

̂ȉĊĜˈƶƌ±ȡ̃ ƶȉ ĜƖȺ±ȉlƶƖƖ±lȺĜƖô ȉƶƶȺȡ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ̄ȡ±ƌĜƶȺĜl lĊ"ĜƖȡˮ ƶȉô"ƖĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí Ǻƶʞ±ȉ̅ 
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ʞĊĜlĊ "ȉ± ±ʘ±ȉ ĜƖ ȺĊ± Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ ƶí ̂b±lƶƌĜƖỗˮ ôȉƶʞĜƖô ƶȉ b±ĜƖô |±ȡȺȉƶʲ±| ˷{±Ŵ±ɔˈ± ̑ 

Guttari 2004, 7). Places (created by pathways) are similarly in a process of becoming and 

can also become unbound (Massey 2005, 10, Ingold 2008b 1797, Pink & Morgan 2013, 5). 

Ƞƶƌ± Ǻ"ȺĊʞ"ʲȡ íŴɔlȺɔ"Ⱥ± ƌƶȉ± ȺĊ"Ɩ ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ˯ Ǻ±ȉĜƌ±Ⱥ±ȉȡ l"Ɩ ȡĊĜíȺ ʞĜȺĊ ±ʘ±ȉʲ ʞ"ŴŦ±ȉ̃ȡ 

trajectory of alleyways, streets and paths, whilst the city-space can be mapped by council 

ward boundaries or car-permit  zones as with the City of York Council (CYC 2017a & 

̟̝̞̤b˸ˮ ȉ±ȡĜ|±ƖȺȡ̃ ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí ̂ųƶl"Ŵ {ĜȡȺĜƖlȺĜʘ±Ɩ±ȡȡ̃ ˷kƶƌƌƶƖ óȉƶɔƖ| ̟̝̞̤˸ˮ 

"ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜȡȺȡ̃ ̂ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ "ȉ±"ȡ̃ ˷ì"ĜȉlŴƶɔôĊ ̟̝̝̥b˸ˮ ȺĊ± íƶƶȺǺ"ȺĊȡ ƶí ȺĊ± 

marginalised or the homeless (Graves-Brown 2013b, Kiddey 2013), or the invisible re-

conceptions of places by immigrants to create homes (Buciek & Juul 2008). We may not 

practice the pathway, experience the demarcation it makes for others, or see how it 

changes, but they exist for others and that difference can be acknowledged. In 

acknowledging different pathways in local places, one acknowledges both social 

difference and possible bringing together of connect ions, but also to consider the 

temporal nature of these connections over time (Koch & Latham 2011, 527). Ultimately, to 

acknowledge social difference in place is to render the city multi -sited as " ̄ƌɔŴȺĜ-Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺʲ̅ 

(Marcus 1995, 96, Rodman 2003, Gupta & Ferguson quoted in Meskell 2005, 91, Pink 2008, 

4, Weißköppel 2009, Ryzewski 2011). Such demarcations between different localities 

(uptown, downtown, west -end, east-end, high street, or alleyway) can also be understood 

as the concept of scale, as has been raised by Meskell (2005, 90-1), who highlights the 

extension of hierarchal powers over place and wider collectives (i.e. local scale, national 

scale). However, scale assumes a neat, absolute division of places (which in practice does 

not exist through our connective being-in-the-world) (Ingold 2009, 30). 

This issue of scale can be resolved through understanding how people congregate and  are 

|ȉ"ʞƖ Ⱥƶ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ǺŴ"l±ȡ˱ °ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ ̂b±ĜƖô-in-the-lĜȺʲ̃ Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ ȡĜƌǺŴʲ ̂b±ĜƖô-amongst-a-

pathway-of-moving-things-and-people-moving-through -ǺŴ"l±̃ bɔȺ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±ȡ 

understanding the places and pathways̚ simultaneously physical, visual and social̚

essentially reading them and learning them like a language (Raban 1976, 1, McFarlane 

2010, 659 & 2011). Learning the multi-local city (and communicating about it) occurs 

within specific points in the city: i.e. town halls, market squares, and community centres, 

(Richardson 2003, McFarlane 2010, 659 & 2011). These centres bring pathways together 
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"Ɩ| l"Ɩ ±Ɩlƶɔȉ"ô± ̄±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ |ĜǺŴƶƌ"lʲ̅ ƶȉ ĜƖ|Ĝȉ±lȺ lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ˷Ƞ±ƖƖ±Ⱥ ̟̝̞̟ˮ ̟̟̞˸˱ For 

example: 

Citizenship is nurtured through social contac t in places you can return to and value 

"ȡ ƌ±±ȺĜƖô ǺŴ"l±ȡ ˹˲˺ ǺɔbŴĜl ŴĜbȉ"ȉĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ l±ƖȺȉ±ȡ ˹˲˺ ʞĊʲ ƖƶȺ Ċ"ʘ± ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ 

centres in every urban neighbourhood, governed from below, with no pressure to 

attend or undertake prescribed activities, offering recreation, leisure, and meeting 

ȉƶƶƌȡ ˹˲˺ ȺĊ±ȡ± ̂ĜƖȡĜôƖĜíĜl"ƖȺ ƶȉ ̂Ǻ"ȉȺĜlŴ±̃ lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ l±ƖȺȉ±ȡ ȡĊƶɔŴ| ƖƶȺ ȡ±±Ŧ Ⱥƶ 

politicise, but work on the value of political education through sociability  

 (Amin et al 2000, 37). 

ǹƶȺ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ " |ĜȡǺ±ȉȡ"Ŵ ƶí ̄l±ƖȺȉ±ȡ̅ "Ɩ| ̄"ȉ±Ɩ"ȡ̅ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ±Ɩ"bŴ± |Ĝ"Ŵƶôɔ± ĜƖ Ŵƶl"Ŵ±ȡ l"Ɩ 

achieve the ambitions of localised democracy for heritage management (Burström 2013, 

103). Museums and art galleries are associated with this role by accounting for different 

voices in urban environments (Mason et al 2013, 164). Additionally, public libraries have 

b±±Ɩ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±| "ȡ ̂ĜƖlɔb"Ⱥƶȉȡ̃ íƶȉ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ "lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| íƶȉƌȡ ƶí ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ŞɔȡȺĜl± 

(Marino & Lapintie 2015, Pateman & Vincent 2016). Furthermore, it could be that heritage 

Community Asset Transfers may take similar roles in locales, as buildings or other assets 

that can disrupt capitalist or neoliberal tendencies for the benefit of underprivileged 

ôȉƶɔǺȡ ˷ƋɔȉȺ"ôĊ ̑ aƶŴ"Ɩ| ̟̝̞̤ˮ ̠˸˱ !Ɩ|ˮ "ŴȺĊƶɔôĊ "ʞ"ȉ± ƶí ěƖôƶŴ|̃ȡ |Ĝȡȉ±ô"ȉ| for points 

of conƖ±lȺƶȉȡ "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí " Ɩ±ȺʞƶȉŦ ˷̡̠˯ "Ɩ| ̟̝̝̥bˮ ̢̞̥̝˸ˮ ě ǺƶȡĜȺ ̂ǺŴ"l±-Ɩƶ|±̃ ˷|ȉ"ʞĜƖô 

íȉƶƌ {±Ŵ±ɔˈ± "Ɩ| óɔȺȺ"ȉĜ̃ȡ ȉĊĜˈƶƌ"ȺĜl Ɩƶ|ɔŴ± ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ ų"Ⱥƶɔȉ̃ȡ Ɩƶ|±˸ "ȡ "Ɩ "ǺǺȉƶǺȉĜ"Ⱥ± 

term to identify a point  of congregation  such as a building, or a centre, or even a popular 

bench within (and therefore also helping to create) a locality or terrain . In terms of scale 

then, place-nodes are formed along pathways (routes/roots) across localities leading to 

larger, more connected place-nodes (i.e. local councils). Thus, scale equates to a higher 

congregation of pathways. One has to simple view a road map of Britain to see how scale 

functions in an actual pathway sense (with more pathways congregating towards the 

capital city of London or other large cities). 

Within this entangled meshwork of pathways and place-nodes in the city, heritage is 

pervasive (Baker & Shepherd 1993, Harrison 2013, 38). It can be found in the traces of the 

past pathways and boundaries that may still be trodden (i.e. popular places such as the 
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York Minster) or lay forgotten, dormant. Heritage is knotted within street corners, plazas, 

nightclubs, the other side of the street, towards the town hall, under the car park, statue-

ed outside the council offices and marked in the gutter (Piccini 2011). Indeed, a multi -local 

approach (which identifies localities and place-nodes) reveals how city-developments 

ĜƖȺ±ƖȡĜíʲ ȺĊ± Ɩɔƌb±ȉȡ ƶí ĜƖȺ±ȉ"lȺĜƶƖȡ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ̂Ɩƶʞ̃ "Ɩ| ̂ȺĊ±Ɩ̃ˮ ȉ±Ɩ|±ȉĜƖô ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ "ȡ " 

complex meshwork of ancient and contemporary pasts (Buchli & Lucas 2001, 9, Schofield 

& Harrison 2010, Holtorf & Piccini 2011, McAtackney & Ryzewski 2017, 7). Thus, different 

heritages tangle within localities as place-nodes and are in inevitable conflict or seeking 

dominance over others (McAtackney & Ryzewski 2017, 13). Having arrived at this concept 

of the multi -local city̚where heritage is entangled and expanding over time̚

evidentially, any Babelic ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ ȉ±ô"ȉ|ĜƖô " lĜȺʲ Ĝȡ ƶʘ±ȉ ȡĜƌǺŴĜȡȺĜl˱ ̄˹ȹ˺Ċ±ȉ± Ĝȡ Ɩƶ ƌƶȺĊ±ȉ 

ȺƶƖôɔ±̅ ˷ƶȉ ƌ±Ⱥ"-vision)̚ only multiplicity and pathways i n processes of becoming (or 

fading) (Deleuze & Guttari 2004, 7). Considering both the role of language and visuals 

here, it is better to consider the city as a collective assemblage of statements and views 

essentially because it is also a messy assemblage of people and places under numerous 

(important) guises of demarcation established for different everyday practices.  

What is important for researchers, local authorities, and community groups  seeking to 

facilitate collaboration between official definitions  and unofficial definitions of heritage 

(particularly in urban environments such as cities) is ultimately to draw on multi-local 

methodologies. These must acknowledge differences within localities and the place-nodes 

during moments of becoming.  

2.8 Discussion 

To summarise this chapter, I have laid out above some of the practical challenges that 

local authorities face in enabling collaboration around heritage management in cities. 

Various case studies which advocate inclusive management here indicate some progress 

in the field using a variety of different approaches. Moving on, whilst theorists have 

ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±| ȺĊ± Ĝȡȡɔ± ƶí Ċ±ô±ƌƶƖĜl |Ĝȡlƶɔȉȡ±ȡˮ ĜȺ ȡ±±ƌȡ lŴ±"ȉ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȡɔlĊ ǺƶŴĜȺĜlĜȡ±| ̂ƌ±Ⱥ"-

Ɩ"ȉȉ"ȺĜʘ±ȡ̃ l"ƖƖƶȺ b± ǺĜƖƖ±| |ƶʞƖ ʞĜȺĊƶɔȺ ȺĊĜƖŦĜƖô ĜƖ Ⱥ±ȉƌȡ ƶí ǺŴ"l± "ȡ an actively 

involved in the crux of social action, as part of the pathway. Drawing from Wittgenstein to 

Heidegger, then onto postmodern and assemblage theorists it becomes more feasible to 
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conceive of heritage management̚a field of expertise̚as undertaken within places and 

with places in mind. Everyday diplomacy in places̚ in communicating points of view in 

situ, or through media in and of place̚addresses the challenge of collaborating with 

difference. 

Indeed, the subject of the next chapter explores further the concept of multiple  

statements and points of view as heritage values. In chapter three the different ways that 

professionals, community groups and researchers articulate value will be further examined 

as part of a language-game assembling across the multi -local city, resulting in 

considerations into how best to approach the term value in research. The consequences of 

considering values as action and articulating them as such, in places, are then examined. 
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3: Narrowing the Theoretical Position 

 

3.0 Introduction 

This chapter narrows my theoretical focus. In Chapter Two after examining the challenges 

facing collaborative heritage management a multi -local approach was proposed which 

asserts both people and places (local areas, localities, locales or terrains) are equally 

important to the generation of collaboration and in the acknowledgement of differences. 

The purpose of this chapter is to situate the term heritage value within this perspective. 

Firstly, how heritage values relate to city-wide ambitions or visions held by local 

authorities is explained. Sustainable development is discussed as an important (yet 

nebulous) goal which guides the visions for cities within an international framework. 

Consequently, heritage values are shown to supplement both city-visions and sustainable 

development. Thus, the pros and cons of different value-gathering methods (both 

qualitative and quantitative) to support this ultimate goal are reviewed.  

I then discuss how such methods synchronise with current localism policies. As part of this, 

heritage values are explored as motivations or drivers, satisfied through action by people 

who engage in various forms of heritage-related activities (ranging from visiting sites to 

collaborative civic action such as campaigning against developments). Such activities form 

"ȡ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖ̃˯ " ƌƶȺĜʘ"ȺĜƶƖ enhanced by knowledge gain, driven towards visions. But, 

considering the barriers of social difference, I ȅɔ±ȉʲ Ċƶʞ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖȡ̃ form across 

different groups in the multi -local city (i.e. tourists, experts, residents). To answer this 

query (which forms as the crux of the research inquiry), multi-local methodologies are 

required to compare different value -actions within collaborative heritage activities by 

different g roups. Such methodologies should also include an understanding of value 

through non -textual forms and multi -modal media.  

To begin this narrowing of the theoretical discussion, how heritage values function within 

the plans of local authorities in their widespread shaping (and pathway making) of cities is 

now explored.  
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3.1 Supporting Visions: Heritage Values & Sustainable 

Development 

In this section, the relationship between heritage values and city-wide visions is laid out. 

The most prominent tool shaping city -visions can be fƶɔƖ| ĜƖ ȺĊ± ƖƶȺĜƶƖ ƶí ̂ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± 

|±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ̃ˮ " Ⱥ±ȉƌ ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"ƖȺ Ⱥƶ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ȡĜƖl± ǺŴ"ƖƖĜƖô ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ ĜƖ ȺĊ± 

1990s (Arup Economics & Planning 1995, Fairclough 1997, 39, DCMS 2001, 12, Clark 2008, 

82, Howard 2013 & 2017, Auclair & Fairclough 2015, 4). Sustainable development, as a 

global endeavour, connects the historic environment to the other environmental, social 

and economic priorities of cities (Davoudi & Healey 1995, Pendlebury et al 2004, 13-14, 

Stubbs 2004, 285, Mansfield 2013, 7). It has b±±Ɩ ʘĜ±ʞ±| "ȡ " Ǻȉ"lȺĜl"Ŵ ȡƶŴɔȺĜƶƖ Ⱥƶ ̄ȉ±ȡȺŴ±ȡȡ 

Ⱥ±ƖȡĜƶƖ̅ ˷ĉ"ȉʘ±ʲ ̢̞̦̥ ȅȺ| ĜƖ ťƖƶʬ ̞̦̦̞ˮ ̞̥̞˸ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ "Ɩ| lƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ 

(Strange 1997, 227, Riganti & Nijkamp 2004, 5, Olwig 2008). This section covers two 

questions: firstly, how has sustainable development become an all-encompassing goal for 

city visions? And secondly, why is it useful to think of heritage values in relation to its 

priorities? 

ěƖ ĜȺȡ bȉƶ"|±ȡȺ ȡ±Ɩȡ±ˮ ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖ̃ ˷"ȡ " Ⱥ±ȉƌ ±ʘƶŴʘ±| íȉƶƌ ǹŴ"Ⱥƶ̃ȡ p̂olitical imagination ,̃ 

ĉƶbb±ȡ̃ȡ ̂lƶƖ|ĜȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȡȺ"bĜŴĜȺʲ̃ˮ ƶȉ Ƌ"ȉȺĜƖ ųɔȺĊ±ȉ ťĜƖỗȡ ̂|ȉ±"ƌ̃˸ Ĝȡ ƶíȺ±Ɩ ±ʘƶŦ±| Ⱥƶ ȡĜôƖĜíʲ 

a desired and improved status of existence, made achievable by humankind in the future 

(Wieck & Iwaniec 2013, 497, Wolin 2016, 19-̟̞ ̑ ̟̦̠˸˱ ěƖ ȺĊ± lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ ƶí lĜȺĜ±ȡˮ ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ̃ 

often signify the physical and social future plans towards an improved, more efficient, yet 

̂±ʬǺ"Ɩ|±|̃ ʘ±ȉȡĜƶƖ ƶí " lĜȺʲ ˷ǹ±±Ŵ ̑ ųŴƶʲ| ̢̟̝̝˸˱ ěƖ ȺĊ± Ŵ±"| ɔǺ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̞̦̥̝ȡˮ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± 

development was established as visionary framework for cities, initially instigated by the 

first photograph of the Earth from space which highlighted our world as a finite resource 

(thus providing a global Urphenomen: a synergy between vision thought and vision seen) 

(Fairclough & Auclair 2015, 1-8). The concept of sustainability was encapsulated in the 

ɓƖĜȺ±| ƕ"ȺĜƶƖȡ̃ aȉɔƖ|ȺŴ"Ɩ| Ȉ±ǺƶȉȺ ˷̞̦̥̤˸ "ȡ "Ɩ ƶʘ±ȉ"ŴŴ ôŴƶb"Ŵ ʘĜȡĜƶƖ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ʞƶȉŴ|ʞĜ|±ˮ 

long-term efficiency on resource management (247; also Labadi & Gould 2016, 199, 

Labadi & Logan 2016, 6-8). This viewpoint was pragmatically supported by the United 

ƕ"ȺĜƶƖȡ̃ !ô±Ɩ|" ̟̞ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ "|ʘƶl"Ⱥ±| lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± |Ĝ"Ŵƶôɔ± b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ óƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺȡˮ 

NGOs and local communities to achieve this endeavour (United Nations 1992, 3, Labadi & 



75 

 

Gould 2016, 200). Eventually, heritage was highlighted as a supporting worldwide 

ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± ôƶ"Ŵȡ˯ íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ ĜƖ ɓƕ°ȠkƵ̃ȡ "|ƶǺȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± B̂udapest Declaratioñ (2002) 

"Ɩ| Ŵ"Ⱥ±ȉ ȺĊ± ĉ"ƖôĊˈĊƶɔ {±lŴ"ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ˷̟̝̞̠˸ˮ ĜƖ ȺĊ± kƶɔƖlĜŴ ƶí °ɔȉƶǺ±̃ȡ F̂aro Conventioñ  

(2005) and in the ICOMOS ̂Florence Declaration on Heritage and Landscape as Human 

Values̃ (2014) (Fairclough & Auclair 2015, 9, Labadi & Logan 2016, 7-10, Howard 2017, 

42). Essentially, sustainability development encompassed heritage within a global, utopian  

framework and emphasised sustainable practice as an integral task for city management 

(Stainforth nd, Bentivegna et al 2002, Rodwell 2003, 67 & 2008, 111-12, Landry 2013, 

Gressgård 2015).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the context of local authorities of English cities, sustainable development is a long-term 

balancing act between potentially conflicting social, economic and environmental 

priorities at different scales of place (Campbell 1996, 308, Stubbs 2004, 287, Connelly 

2007, 269, Mansfield 2013, 9). And yet, it is recognised that sustainable development is 
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never "ȺȺ"ĜƖ±| ĜƖ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl± bɔȺ ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ " ̄ôɔĜ|ĜƖô ǺƶŴ±̅ íƶȉ |±lĜȡĜƶƖ-making experts, the aim 

being the elusive centre of sustainability (Campbell 1996, 297-8, Connelly 2007, 269 see 

fig. 3.1. above). This elastic endeavour generates varied approaches in sustainable 

archaeological, heritage and tourism practices, particularly those collaborative in nature 

(Gould & Burtenshaw 2014, 6, Labadi & Gould 2016, 202-4, Gould 2016a, 7-8). In light of 

this elasticity and the resulting variety of approaches, some argue that sustainability can 

only be achieved within city visions if there is further synchronisation and crosspollination 

by actors such as council workers, policy makers, archaeologists, and community groups 

(John et al 2015, 95-6). However, such synchronisation will undoubtedly be a challenge 

because the meaning of sustainable development also reflects the changing nature of 

policies and cities themselves. As it changes, this has consequences for how heritage 

values are utilised as tools for city management. 

The change of the term sustainable development is connected to the evolutions of 

multiple national planning and local authority policies (Peel & Lloyd 2005, 44, Wieck & 

Iwaniec 2013, 497, John et al 2015, 87; see Howard 2017 for an extensive overview of this 

evolution). Thus, during Labour s̃ control of government in the 1990s, links between the 

historic environment and sustainability were outlined in Planning Policy Guidance 15 

(Department for National Heritage and Department of the Environment 1994, Fairclough 

1997, 39). In considering the historic environment as supplementary to the wider goal of 

sustainable development, PPG15 indicated the need: 

Ⱥƶ Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíʲ ʞĊ"Ⱥ Ĝȡ ȡǺ±lĜ"Ŵ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ˯ ˹˲˺ Ⱥƶ |±íĜƖ± ĜȺȡ l"Ǻ"lĜȺʲ íƶȉ 

change; and, when proposals for new development come forward, to assess their 

impact on the historic environment and give it full weight, alongside other 

considerations  

(Department for National Heritage and Department of the Environment 1994, 6). 

Answering this call for definition , °ƖôŴĜȡĊ ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ȡ Ŝustaining the Historic Environment̃  

(1997) discussion paper flagged up the need for understanding and presenting the value 

of the historic environment towards the vision of sustainable development (EH 1997, 3 & 

7). Elsewhere, sustainable development featured in the governmental report, the Ûrban 

Task Force Paper̃ˮ  ʞĊĜlĊ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ɔȉb"Ɩ ȉ±Ɩ"Ĝȡȡ"Ɩl± ȉ±Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ±| ̄ȺĊ± Ⱥȉɔ± ʘĜȡĜƶƖ ƶí " 



77 

 

ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± lĜȺʲ̅ ˷ɓȉb"Ɩ ȹ"ȡŦ ìƶȉl± ̞̦̦̦ˮ ̞̥˸˱ ƕƶȺ"bŴʲˮ ȺĊ± ȉ±ʘĜȺ"ŴĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl |ĜȡȺȉĜlȺȡ 

and reuse of historic buildings was seen as valuable components to this vision (5, 16 & 17). 

At this stage in the late 1990s, the relationship between vision and values at this heritage 

policy level is clearly symbiotic: heritage values are required as accessible body of 

knowledge in order to consider their weight among other considerations (social, 

economic, environmental) which can be assessed as part of ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ̃ȡ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± 

development vision overall. As a result of this clear relationship, a more instrumental, or 

functional approach to heritage emerged as a move away from monument -focused 

"ȡȡ±ȡȡƌ±ƖȺ ̄Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ƶí ȺƶʞƖȡˮ lĜȺĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| Ŵ"Ɩ|ȡl"Ǻ±ȡ "ȡ " ʞĊƶŴ±̅ 

(Clark & Drury 2000, qtd in Loulanski 2006, 215; also Rojas 2007, 45, Howard 2017, 42).  

However, the vision of sustainable development became blurred within heritage pol icy 

after the millennium. The publication  of P̂ower of Placẽ (2000), located the historic 

environment deep within cultural and economic aims for the country but it did so w ith 

ȡl"ƖȺ ȉ±í±ȉ±Ɩl± Ⱥƶ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺˮ ȡĜƌǺŴʲ ȉ±í±ȉȉĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ȡ±lȺƶȉ̃ȡ 

lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺĜƶƖ Ⱥƶ ̄ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± Şƶbȡ̅ ˷°ĉ ̟̝̝̝ˮ ̥˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ȡ±ƌĜƖ"Ŵ |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺ ʞ"ȡ "Ɩȡʞ±ȉ±| bʲ 

the Department for Culture, Media and Sport in F̂orce for Our Futurẽ (DCMS 2001); here, 

ɔƖ|±ȉŴʲĜƖô ȺĊ± ̄ƕ±ʞ ʗĜȡĜƶƖ íƶȉ ȺĊ± ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl °ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ̅ ˷̤˸ˮ ȺĊ± Ⱥ±ȉƌ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± 

development was solely connected to green environmental management (9 &12). The 

term was again scarcely present within the ̂Heritage Dividend  ̃(publishing results from 

1999-̟̝̝̟˸ ʞĊĜlĊ |±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±| ʞ±"ŦŴʲ Ċƶʞ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺ±| ̄Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ȉ±ô±Ɩ±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖ 

"Ɩ| ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ ƶí lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ ˷°ĉ ̟̝̝̟ˮ ̞˸˱ ìɔȉȺĊ±ȉƌƶȉ±ˮ ȺĊ± Ĥeritage 

Protection  ̃paper published by the DCMS, partners sustainability, solely to the notion of 

̄ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ ˷̟̝̝̤ˮ ̢˸˱ ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ "íȺ±ȉ ̟̝̞̝ˮ ȺĊ± Ⱥ±ȉƌ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bĜŴĜȺʲ b±ô"Ɩ 

once again to feature more strongly in policy, particularly after the publication of Planning 

Policy Statement 5 (PPS5) (DCLG 2010). Reflecting this, English HerĜȺ"ô±̃ȡ Ĥeritage 

Counts  ̃˷̟̝̞̝˸ ȡȺȉƶƖôŴʲ ǺȉƶƖƶɔƖl±| Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡ lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺĜƖô ̄" bŴɔ±ǺȉĜƖȺ íƶȉ ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± 

|±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ̅ ˷̟˯ "Ŵȡƶ °ĉ ̟̝̞̞ˮ ̞̦ˮ ̟̝̞̟ˮ ̞̤ˮ ̡̟̝̞ˮ ̟˸˱ Ƌƶȉ± ǺƶĜƖȺ±|Ŵʲˮ ȺĊ± ƕǹǹì ʞĊĜlĊ 

replaced PPS5 takes its definition of sustainability straight from the Brundtland Report, 

ʞĜȺĊ ̄Ǻȉ±ȡɔƌǺȺĜƶƖ ĜƖ í"ʘƶɔȉ ƶí ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ̅ "ȡ ĜȺȡ main ethos (DCLG 2012, 

37). Policy 12 in PPS5 (30) mantles the historic environment with the task of supporting 

sustainable communities through economic empowerment, with visions of sustainable 
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development to be shared collectively between local authorities and communities (37). It 

should be noted that the following Heritage Counts between 2015 -2017 do not make 

explicit mention of sustainable development, but vaguely draw on the concept of 

sustainability. Yet, Historic England has since embedded on its website the link between 

Heritage and Sustainable Growth, creating a clear link between heritage and economic 

development (HE 2018). Simultaneously, the Heritage 2020 framework, established by the 

ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl °ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ ìƶȉɔƌˮ ǺȉƶǺƶȡ±ȡ ̄kƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| ȠɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bŴ± Ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ̅ "ȡ 

the second of its five key strategic priorities (HEF 2015, 8). Essentially, in this political 

environment, the meaning of sustainable development has fluctuated over the last eight 

years.  

The elasticity of sustainable development (and unequal weighting in policy over time) 

impacts how it is applied in cities. The most extreme consequence is that the vision of 

sustainable development becomes solely pƶŴĜȺĜl"Ŵ ȉĊ±ȺƶȉĜlˮ " Ɩ"ȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ ̂ƌƶƶƖȡĊƶȺ̃ "ƌbĜȺĜƶƖ 

leading to exaggerated claims within knowledge sets, misinformed steps for best practice 

and thus, unhelpful city developments (Belfiore 2009, Howard 2013, 1). It has been argued 

that politicians paint rhetƶȉĜl"Ŵ ̂bŴɔ±-ȡŦʲ̃ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ "bƶɔȺ ȺĊ± ȡȺ±Ǻȡ ƌ±ȡȡʲ lĜȺĜ±ȡ ƌɔȡȺ Ⱥ"Ŧ± Ⱥƶ 

achieve sustainable development and research has shown pragmatic failings to this aim 

(Amin et al 2000, Williams & Dair 2007). At the same time, finding a viabŴ± ̂ƶƖ±-ȡĜˈ± íĜȺȡ "ŴŴ̃ 

model for sustainable development remains a challenge. City visions are liable to change 

due to physical evolutions in their demarcations; social geographers have tracked city-

planning over time and revealed multiple  local, national and international planning tr ends 

which have been impacted by political conflicts, changes of the role of state, perimeters of 

states, and shifts in the structures of property ownership (Freestone 1993, Ashworth & 

Tunbridge 1999, Rodenstein 2010). City-visions are also inevitably somewhat disparate 

due to the competitive drive to promote different brands or identities of place within a 

global market (Strange 1997, 229 & 232, Glendinning 2013, 418). These political and 

physical shifts are at once epistemological and ontological; they indicate no-less than the 

cultural biography  and growth or  ȉ±bȉ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí lĜȺĜ±ȡˮ ȉ±ȡɔŴȺĜƖô ĜƖ " ̄ȡĊɔííŴĜƖô̅ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺ 

between global social and economic spheres (Kopytoff 1987, 83). This is not to say that 

every city is totally specific (they are after all, connected): cities are different physical 

combinations of things, people, buildiƖôȡˮ Ⱥ±ȉȉ"ĜƖȡ ƌ"|± ƶí ȺĊ± ȡ"ƌ± ̂ȡȺɔíí̃ ȺĊ"Ⱥ "ȉ± 
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expanding at a rapid pace̚more so than ever before. Maintaining long -term visions̚

ȡɔlĊ "ȡ °|ĜƖbɔȉôĊ "Ɩ| Ȉ±"|ĜƖỗȡ "ƌbĜȺĜƶɔȡ ̢̟̝̝̂̃ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ̚requires nothing less than an 

ease of the restless tension of cities. (Examples of slower city management include the 

ĜƖȺ±ȉƖ"ȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ ̂kĜȺȺ" ȠŴƶʞ̃ ƌƶʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ ˷kĜȺȺ"ȠŴƶʞ ̟̝̞̥˸ "Ɩ| ȡŴƶʞ±ȉˮ ƌƶȉ± ȺĊƶȉƶɔôĊ 

collaborative place-making activities (Fofiu 2015, Farías 2017, Foth & Guaralda 2017)). 

City-visions will undoubtedly change over time and the way that heritage values can 

support forward -facing visions will therefore adapt in real terms. Numerous heritage 

values which orientate directly towards the sustainable city visions have been presented, 

for example: 

¶ Contributing to the cutting of carbon emissions and saving of embodied 

energy costs through continued use of buildings and adaptive reuse of listed 

buildings (EH 2008b, Bullen & Love 2011, Hines 2011) 

¶ Encouraging sustainable development though considering the history of urban 

development (EH 2008b, 2) 

¶ contributing towards jobs through tourism, (EH 2010)  

¶ boosting the wider economy in general through tourism (EH 2010). 

¶ a positive link between historic places, social health and wellbeing, and the 

aesthetic pleasure of historic-scapes (EH 2014, Fujiwara et al 2014) 

Such values are essential in order for the heritage sector to demonstrate that it can 

lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺ± Ⱥƶ °ƖôŴ"Ɩ|̃ȡ ±lƶƖƶƌʲˮ ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ ô"ĜƖ íɔƖ|Ĝng (Crossick & Kaszynska 2016, 

89). If heritage values then must ̂ ƌƶʘ± ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± ȺĜƌ±ȡ̃ íƶȉ ȺĊ± ȡ±lȺƶȉ̃ȡ ƶʞƖ ȡ"Ŧ±ˮ 

undoubtedly there is a contradictory risk of over -ɔȺĜŴĜȡĜƖô Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ȡ ʘ"Ŵɔ± íƶȉ ȺĊ± ȡ"Ŧ± ƶí 

city-ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± lƶɔƖȺȉʲ̃ȡ ±lƶƖƶƌʲ ˷ȠȺȉ"Ɩô± ̞997, 232, Mansfield 2013, 16). 

Problematising this further, recent studies of interviews with heritage professionals have 

shown awkwardness in discussions about the future, a complacency about visions in 

±ʘ±ȉʲ|"ʲ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl± "Ɩ| " ̄ĊĜȡȺƶȉʲ ʞĜŴŴ Şɔ|ô±̅ "ȺȺĜȺɔ|e (Högberg et al 2017, 644). Researchers 

have therefore called for the heritage sector to act more proactively towards vision-

creation (645). To step up in this way means that heritage values should be more 

proactively grappled with t oo. Thus, in acknowledgment of city shuffling , heritage values 

should be researched with rigour (Belfiore 2009, 350) but also forward-thinking awareness.  
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Hence, with sustainable development remaining pertinent to city -visions and heritage 

values continually being sought, the concept of language-games as explored in Chapter 

Two is once again important. This is because it is the struggle of a particular field of 

expertise (Bourdieu 1983b) to evaluate heritage value as relevant within visions̚

sustainable development has been put forward as an international and ubiquitous 

example relevant to the management of cities. How heritage values are approached by 

experts must now be explored. 

3.2 Definitions of Heritage Value 

In this section, the term heritage value is explained as stemming from and developing 

within  the field of conservation. The development of definitions of heritage values have 

long been discussed; many have detailed how the designation of assets and sites is now 

tied to the concept of values as part of expert practice (Clark 2005, Darvill 2005, Jokilehto 

2009, 29, Glendinning 2013, Smith et al 2016). Instead of providing  in-depth discussion 

(see Glendinning 2013, Lennox 2016), the purpose here is to highlight how chang es in 

definitions of values have developed continuously and how these changes presently 

coincide with the impetus towards collaborative heritage management. 

As Walter (2014) has highlighted, 200 years of western philosophical approaches to value 

have shaped conservation practice in England today. He takes pains to demonstrate that a 

̄ȡȺ"ȺĜl̅ ƶȉ ̄Ǻɔȉ±̅ ƖƶȺĜƶƖ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ Ĝȡ ludicrous within a practice which ultimately deals with 

the conflict inherent in change (635-6). My addition to  ʝ"ŴȺ±ȉ̃ȡ point  to the contrary is 

that the fluidity of values is recognised by practitioners and that the consequence of their 

fluidity raises important issues (to be discussed below) (Glendinning 2013, 417). Thus, in 

current heritage management, values are applied to assets and sites through Statements 

of Significance or Conservation Plans, interpreted to wider audiences and also assessed by 

heritage bodies (Heritage Lottery Fund 2002 & 2013, Clark 2005, 319-20, & 2008, Darvill 

2005, 21, Hewison 2006). Yet it is understood that t he terminology connected to  values 

has developed from a legacy of approaches concerning the care of historic places in 

England particularly since the 1870s. Initially, the early conservation movement, led by 

William Morris and his contemporaries, was configured against restoration practices by 

the establishment of the Society of Protection of Ancient Monuments (SPAB) in 1877 
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(Glendinning 2013). SPAB was strongly stimulated by John Ruskiñ ȡ earlier provocations of 

value for historic structures in attempt to combat practices of restoration (wherein 

buildings were dȉ"ȡȺĜl"ŴŴʲ ȉ±ȡȺƶȉ±| ɔȡĜƖô ƌƶ|±ȉƖ ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"Ŵȡ Ⱥƶ "Ɩ ̂ƶȉĜôĜƖ"Ŵ̃ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±˸ (Neuwirth 

1987, 127, Price et al 1996, 9, Jokilehto 2009, 174, Glendinning 2013, 116 & 123). Ruskin 

had given a Ǻƶ±ȺĜl ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±̃ íƶȉ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl bɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡ ĜƖ ĊĜȡ Ƞ±ʘ±Ɩ ų"ƌǺȡ ƶí 

Architecture ([1849] 1996), associating them with having a ̄|±±Ǻ ȡ±Ɩȡ± ƶí ʘƶĜl±íɔŴƖ±ȡȡ̅ 

and possessing ȺĊ± ̄ôƶŴ|±Ɩ ȡȺ"ĜƖ ƶí ȺĜƌ±̅ which could not be replaced, only conserved 

(42). Such language was adapted ȺĊ± ±ȺĊƶȡ ƶí Ƞǹ!ãȡ Ƌ"ƖĜí±ȡȺƶˮ ʞĊĜlĊ Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíĜ±ȡ ȡ±veral 

(shorthanded) attributes̚"artistic, picturesque, historicalˮ  "ƖȺĜȅɔ±ˮ ƶȉ ȡɔbȡȺ"ƖȺĜ"Ŵ̅ ˷˹̞̥̤7] 

2017)̚ that justified  the conservation of buildings  as living entities in time. Notably, SPAB 

was more pragmatically positioned  then Ruskin against restoration practices (referred to 

as a falsehood) and this reflected in the less superfluous prose of the Manifesto (which 

was essentially a call to arms.) 

Thereafter, aȺ ȺĊ± ȡȺ"ȉȺ ƶí ȺĊ± Ⱥʞ±ƖȺĜ±ȺĊ l±ƖȺɔȉʲˮ !ŴƶĜȡ ȈĜ±ôŴ̃ȡ discussion of historical, art 

and age value demonstrated a delineated handling of language in conservation practice 

which was thoroughly reflexive and gave justification of the labels of  those values applied 

([1903] 1996, 72; Price et al 1996, 19-20, Wells 2011). Such terms developed into policy in 

differing ways within international frameworks such as the Athens Charter (1931)̚ which 

quite simply laid out guidelines  on the restoration of h̄istoric̅ "Ɩ| ̄"ȉȺĜȡȺĜl̅ buildings̚

and the Venice Charter (1964)̚ a more complex document which discussed historic 

ƌƶƖɔƌ±ƖȺȡ "ȡ ̂ʞĜȺƖ±ȡȡ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± Ǻ"ȡȺ̃ "Ɩ| ȉ±lƶƌƌ±Ɩ|±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ lƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ ȡĊƶɔŴ| b± 

applied according to specific cultural practices. Subsequently, value-led conservation 

practice in the UK developed into the late twentieth century as a method  to evaluate 

heritage significance by reflexive practitioners (Lipe 1984). This evaluation continuously 

involved listing various value compounds  ˷lƶƌbĜƖ±| |±ȡlȉĜǺȺĜʘ± ̂Ŵ"b±Ŵȡ̃ Ⱥƶ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ 

specific quality, e.g. cultural, use, and emotional) and sub-compounds  (e.g. documentary, 

functional, wonder etc.) as value typologies a way of assisting conservation management 

(Feilden 1979, 1982, 2003). Elsewhere, international value frameworks also continued to 

develop the terminology around values. The Australian Burra Charter (1979) underpinned 

different values key to practice (aesthetic, historical, scientific, social or spiritual). This trend 
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continued to incorporate more diverse and subjective values to heritage towards the end 

of the twentieth century (Jokilehto 2009, 29-31). 

In the UK at the beginning of the twenty -first century, the think tank Demos (in 

collaboration with the Heritage Lottery Fund ) brought the notion of  public values to the 

fore, categorising these "ȡ ̄instrumental  ̅(created benefits)ˮ  ̄ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ̅ (service 

benefits) "Ɩ| ̄ĜƖȺȉĜƖȡĜl̅ (naturally arising), as part of a Cultural Value framework which 

strongly placed values into the  heart of the heritage management processes (Clark 2004, 

2005, 2006, 2008, Holden 2004, Hewison 2006, Clark & Maeer 2008, Lennox 2016, 91). 

However, later ȺĊ± kƶɔƖlĜŴ ƶí °ɔȉƶǺ±̃ȡ ì"ȉƶ kƶƖʘ±ƖȺĜƶƖ ˷̢̟̝̝˸ proposed a radical 

approach to values: it outlines that heritage values are constantly evolving and prepones 

ȺĊ± Ɩ±±| Ⱥƶ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ± "Ɩ| ±ƖĊ"Ɩl± |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡˮ ±ʘ±n when 

contradictory (Article 2a, 5b & 7b). Thus, the Faro Convention advocates " ƌƶȉ± ̂open to 

ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜƶƖ̃ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ Ⱥƶ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ "Ɩ| ʞĊĜŴȡȺ Ǻȉ±ȡlȉĜǺȺĜʘ± ĜƖ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊˮ Ɩƶ "lȺɔ"Ŵ ʘ"Ŵɔ± 

compounds or categorisations were put forward. The Faro Convention was not ratified in 

the UK at this point and moreover, heritage values continued to be encapsulated into 

authoritative compounds in key guidance documents. Most obviously, English HeriȺ"ô±̃ȡ 

̂kƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ ǹȉĜƖlĜǺŴ±ȡ̃ categorised four values̚ evidential, historical, aesthetic and 

communal (2008, 29-31)̚ which drew from the notion of sustainable management in both 

PPG 15 and 16 and other previous international frameworks (see Lennox 2016, 75-77, for 

the specific policy context in which this document was created). Importantly, the 

Conservation Principles also gave guidance on approaches to value, highlighting the 

significance of places which should be managed to sustain values (13). Thus, this 

document has stood as an expedient and respected value framework for the management 

of cities which focus on place and the inevitable changes that occur within them. 

Essentially, value compounds have remained a ubiquitous method for experts to define 

and weight heritage in practice. Whilst value-led management may be a reflexive action as 

researchers have demonstrated, it is an action nonetheless which produces differing 

results. A recent inventory details over 180 value compounds in conservation practice 

between 1902-2010 (Fredheim & Khalaf 2016, 3-4). From this study, it is also clear that 

changes in value compounds have continuously evolved (6). Indeed, a pertinent example 
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ƶí ȺĊĜȡ ŴĜ±ȡ ĜƖ ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl °ƖôŴ"Ɩ|̃ȡ ȉ±l±ƖȺŴʲ ǺȉƶǺƶȡ±| lĊ"Ɩô±ȡ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ƶȉĜôĜƖ"Ŵ kƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ 

Principles (HE 2017h, Chitty 2018). In reaction to the continual ada ptation of values, it has 

been argued that their worth and credibility  has been undermined within a globalised 

culture (Glendinning 2013, 417-418). This issue is also indicative of relationship between 

changing city-visions and heritage values: the latter Ĝȡ Ɩƶʞ Ⱥƶ b± lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ±| "ȡ " ̄Ǻȉƶ|ɔlȺ̅ 

for the former (Jokilehto 2009, 29). Yet, in contrast to this concern, it is recognised that 

value led-conservation is an operation inevitably carried out within specified frameworks 

within different countries  (Lipe 1984, Satterfield 2002, 80, Feilden 2003 vii, Demeter 2014, 

10, Fredheim & Khalaf 2016, 6 &12). Hence, valuations will undoubtedly reflect the specific 

changing context of projects, sites or cities, as demonstrated above.  

In addition , discussions have arisen over "ȺȺ±ƌǺȺȡ Ⱥƶ lȉ±"Ⱥ± "Ɩ ƶʘ±ȉ"ŴŴ ̂Ŵ"Ɩôɔ"ô± ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ̃ 

in order to collaborate with different community groups  (de la Torre & Mason 2002, Clark 

2005, 321, Scott 2008, Ripp & Rodwell 2016). For example, Mason (2008a) focused on the 

collaborative value typology method (co -collation of value compounds), wherein the 

ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ ƶí ̄±ʬǺ±ȉȺȡˮ community groups , communities, governments and stakeholders can 

b± ʘƶĜl±| "Ɩ| lƶƌǺ"ȉ±| ƌƶȉ± ±íí±lȺĜʘ±Ŵʲ̅ Ⱥƶ ĜƖíŴɔ±Ɩl± |±lĜȡĜƶƖ-making processes and 

account for social value (101). While aiming for collaborative activity, Mason recognised 

ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ̄ʲ"ȉ|ȡȺĜlŦȡ ƶȉ ɔƖĜȺ̅ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ± ʞĜŴŴ b± ȡ±±Ɩ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺŴʲ bʲ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±˯ ±ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ 

there is a paradox in the very conception of the term value̚the word will have different 

weight according to different people (2008a, 101, also Johnston 1992, Boyd et al 2005, 91-

2). This diversity in interpretation prevails and cannot be avoided. Agreeing with Fredheim 

& Khalaf 2016 (12), what is required is not a standardisation and collation of all value 

terms; instead what is required is a credible value framework which, in prescribing 

overarching value compounds, can act as an important reference point (Meyer-Bisch 2009, 

62). Such a reference point could achieve three things. Firstly, to acknowledge multiplicity 

in the definitio n of values̚ i.e. Conservation Principles Article 5.3 (EH 2008a, 23) and the 

Faro Convention (CoE 2005, Article 7b). Secondly, to scrutinise the methods by which 

these values are weighted at different stages in heritage projects; for example, the 

Conservation Principles highlights the need for consistent transparency and monitoring 

and also advocates the writing of Heritage Impact Appraisal throughout project stages (EH 

2008a, 47). Such steps undoubtedly would  generate useful insight for the ongoing 
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management of future projects. And thirdly, to give guidance on the levels of 

collaboration by which different groups can achieve enhanced value creation (see Lennox 

2016, 241). These three points are significant in light of the localism agenda and the 

proposed changes to the Conservation Principles.  

This short evaluation of values as developing language-games demonstrates that value 

practice has developed over time from poetic evocations to different standardisations of 

value within an expert practice. The value debate is not a conversation in which absolute 

definitions and categorisatio ns are going to be established; a global web of knowledge 

will continue to grow as the language-games continue to stretch across countries and 

diversify within local contexts. What to consider next is simple: if value collation assists in 

collaborative decision-making as is suggested (and as is pivotal within the climate of 

localism in the UK) then the method of capturing of values must be considered. A 

ȡǺƶȺŴĜôĊȺ ƌɔȡȺ b± ȺĊȉƶʞƖ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ƶŴƶôʲ ƶí ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊˮ ƶȉ Ċƶʞ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ̃ b±lƶƌ± 

̂ŦƖƶʞƖ̃ "Ɩ| ȡɔbȡ±ȅɔ±ƖȺŴʲ b±lƶƌ± ̂|"Ⱥ"̃˱  

3.3 Methods of Capturing Heritage Value: 

Value typologies are just one framework within which the value of heritage can be 

captured or gathered to be understood (and therefore interpreted ) as data. Different 

methodologies from disciplines beyond conservation, such as economics or the wider 

social sciences, can capture heritage values, bringing with them a variety of theoretical or 

pragmatic assumptions about what heritage value is and what the valuation process 

achieves (Crossick & Kaszynska 2016, 120). To consider the methods of capturing heritage 

value within the city is to consider how knowledge can be myriad, understandable in 

specific contexts and allow different degrees of collaboration. In tables 2-3, a list (non-

exhaustive) of quantitative and qualitative methods are summarised along with the level of 

collaboration associated with each method and their originating discipline.
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Table 2. Qualitative Methods Tool Box 

Title  Discipline  Method  Collaboration 

opportunity?  

Comparability  Examples (or see next 

box)  

Sources 

Value 

typologies 

Conservation Collection of 

themes according 

to an agreed 

criterion  

Potential Yes̚ using lists 
 

Mason (2008a) 

Stephenson (2007) for 

sustainability 

Mapping and 

Characterisati

on-

Participatory 

GIS 

Archaeology/  

Heritage 

Labelling layers or 

areas on a map 

with values in 

collaboration with 

participants 

Yes Yes LARA; Urban Assessments 

Landmap; HERs 

Stocker (2008), Scott 

(2008), Fairclough 

(2008b), Piccini (2015), 

Kiddey (2013). 

Constituency 

Analysis 

Economics Identifying 

stakeholders and 

demographics 

within a specific 

area 

Yes Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚summarised 

tabulat ions appear 

useful 

ǹ"ȉȺ ƶí ųƶʞ̃ȡ ˷̟̝̝̟˸ 

mixed method 

Anthropological analysis 

of local areas 

Low (2002) Satterfield 

(2002). 

Expert 

analysis 

Economics °ʬǺ±ȉȺ̃ȡ ȉ±ʘĜ±ʞ ƶí 

̄Ⱥ±ʬȺɔ"Ŵ˾ĜlƶƖƶôȉ"Ǻ

hic/  

Formal/semiologic

̅ ƶbŞ±lȺȡ ƶȉ ȡĜȺ±ȡ 

No Yes 
 

Mason (2002) 

Ethnography Anthropolog

y 

Observational 

participation with 

group of people  

Yes Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚ summarised 

tabulations appear 

useful 

ǹ"ȉȺ ƶí ųƶʞ̃ȡ ˷̟̝̝̟˸ 

mixed method 

Anthropological analysis 

of local areas 

Satterfield (2002), Low 

(2008), Pink (2008) (see 

chapter four).  

PESTLE 

analysis 

Business Identifying 

Themes (politics, 

Yes- often as 

part of a 

meeting 

Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚ summarised 

 
NI Business INFO (nd.a), 

Iqbal (2016 pers. 

comment) 
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environment, Site, 

Technology, etc)  

tabulations or mind 

mapping  

SWOT 

analysis 

Business Strengths 

Weaknesses 

Opportunities and 

Test  

Yes- often as 

part of a 

meeting 

Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚ summarised 

tabulations or mind 

mapping  

 
NI Business INFO (nd.b), 

Iqbal (2016 pers. 

comment) 

Focus groups Social 

Sciences/Ant

hropology  

Interviewed group 

meetings with sets 

of participants, 

often chosen for 

their demographic  

Yes Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'  

 
Bryman (2004), Schensul 

et al (1999), Davies 

(2007). 

Participative 

Workshops 

Social 

Sciences, 

Business/ 

Heritage 

Workshops 

attended by self-

selected 

participants, set 

up by researchers  

 

YES Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚could be a 

report  

Creative Gatherings, 

MyFutureYork 

Cunningham & Shafique 

(2016), MyFutureYork 

(2017a) 

Case Study 

Analysis 

Social 

Sciences 

Desk-based work 

carried out by 

researchers 

No Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚could be a 

report  

 
Stephenson (2007), 

Carman (2015) 

Audience 

Development 

Business Identifying 

audiences to a site 

and discerning 

values through 

compiling 

different statistical 

and qualitative 

profile information   

No Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚could be a 

report  

 
Heritage Lottery Fund 

(2010b), Branson 

personal comment 

(2016) 

System 

MODELs and 

Systems 

theory 

Analysing 

networks of value 

Yes Depending on 

representation of 

COBA Ripp & Rodwell (2016) 
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qualitative 

indicators 

between people, 

organisations, 

places and objects 

'findings'̚tabulations 

used 

Qualitative 

Survey 

Social 

Sciences 

Asking of 

questions to 

participants in situ 

or through 

correspondence 

Yes Depending on 

representation of 

'findings'̚tabulations 

used, perhaps 

quantitative or charts 

used also 

 
Ennen (2000), Tweed & 

Sutherland (2007) 
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Table 3. Quantitative Methods Tool Box 

Title  Discipline  Method  Participation?  Comparability?  Examples or -- >  Sources 

Statistical 

indicators 

Economics Measuring 

mainstream 

regeneration 

funding  

 No  Yes Heritage 

Dividend, 

Heritage Monitor, 

Heritage Counts, 

Heritage Index 

(RSA) 

EH (2002, 2010, HE 

2017), Crossick & 

Kaszynska (2016, 

86) 

Willingness to Pay Economics Quantifying amount 

a sample would be 

willing to pay for an 

asset or heritage 

'product'  

 Yes  Yes   Allison (1996), 

Satterfield (2002) 

Economic impact 

assessment 

Economics Studies the effects 

of an organisation 

on a local area (i.e. 

rate of 

employment)  

 No  Yes   Crossick & 

Kaszynska (2016, 

89) 

Cultural Satellite 

Accounts 

Culture 

studies/Economics 

Assessing the 

economic size or 

footprint 

assessment of 

cultural 

organisations or 

institutions  

 No  Yes   Crossick & 

Kaszynska (2016 90 

Contingent 

Valuation (Stated-

Preferences) 

Economics Through surveys 

this technique aims 

Ⱥƶ |Ĝȡl±ȉƖ ̄ȺĊ± 

monetary value of a 

 No  Yes   Mourato & 

Mazzanti (2002, 74-

76) 
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change in a public 

ôƶƶ| ƶȉ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±̅ 

based on WTP style 

questions (if x cost 

y, ʞƶɔŴ| ʲƶɔ˲˵ ±Ⱥl˸ 

Benchmarking Economics Analysing 

companies 

successes and 

comparing why 

success and 

changes have 

happened over 

time 

 No  Yes  ̂ʫ±ȉƶʬ ǹȉƶŞ±lȺ̃ Nijkamp et al (1998, 

7). 

Spider-Models Economics Visualising internal 

factors/scenarios 

that impact 

future̚

demographic 

developments etc 

etc) (compare to 

SWOT & PESTLE.) 

 Potentially  Yes   Nijkamp et al (1998, 

9-11). 

Meta-regression 

analysis 

Economics This collates past 

works and other 

data already 

existing to generate 

more data 

 No  Yes   Nijkamp et al (1998, 

11-13). 

Regime analysis Economics A comparative 

analysis of either 

quantitative or 

qualitative data, 

based on different 

sets of criteria 

 No  Yes   Nijkamp et al (1998, 

13-14). 
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Flag Model Economics The numeric 

assessment and 

weighting of sets of 

indicators 

important to a 

outcome (i.e. 

sustainability) 

 No  Yes   Nijkamp et al (1998, 

16-18). 

Agglomeration, 

attractiveness and 

̂ɔȉb"Ɩ bɔˈˈ̃ 

Culture 

studies/Economics 

Discerning 

attractive locations 

for creative clusters 

and start ups 

through market and 

existing 

quantitative data  

No  Yes   Bakhshi et al 2013 

qtd in Crossick & 

Kaszynska (2016, 

91). 
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ȹĊ± Ⱥʞƶ Ⱥ"bŴ±ȡ ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ Ċƶʞ ȡɔlĊ ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ l"Ɩ b± ʘĜ±ʞ±| "ȡ " ̂ȺƶƶŴ bƶʬ̃ ƶȉ ŦĜȺ íȉƶƌ 

which practitioners/researchers have to make a methodological choice. Such choices may 

b± ĜƖíŴɔ±Ɩl±| bʲ l±ȉȺ"ĜƖ í"lȺƶȉȡˮ ȡɔlĊ "ȡ ̂ȉ±"|ʲ-to-Ċ"Ɩ|±|Ɩ±ȡȡ̃ ƶí ȺĊ± ȺƶƶŴ̚meaning the 

familiarity of the method and resources easily available (Heidegger [1927] 2001)̚ but also, 

with associated hierarchies of method (Crossick & Kaszynska 2016, 122). For example, 

evidence-base data (as required for policy-ƌ"ŦĜƖô˸ Ĝȡ ô±Ɩ±ȉ"ŴŴʲ ̂bĜỗ |"Ⱥ"ˮ ȡlĜ±ƖȺĜíĜl"ŴŴʲ 

assessed, and often quantifiably measurable (Belfiore & Bennett 2010, 6).  The desirability 

of data to have external validity, reliability, and comparability (so as to determine the 

ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜʘ± ̂ʞ±ĜôĊȺ̃ ƶȉ ȺȉɔȺĊ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ˸ ˷Ƞ"ȺȺ±ȉíĜ±Ŵ| ̟̝̝̟ˮ ̤̥ˮ kȉƶȡȡĜlŦ ̑ ť"ȡˈʲƖȡŦ" ̟̝̞̣ˮ ̞̟̟˸ Ĝȡ 

arguably high if the weighting of heritage values alongside other consid erations is 

ȉ±ȅɔĜȉ±|ˮ ȡƶ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ̂lĊƶȉ|ȡ̃ ƶí |"Ⱥ" ʞƶȉŦ Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉ Ⱥƶ ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ⱥ± " bĜô ǺĜlȺɔȉ±, especially for 

those organisations (such as the Heritage Lottery Fund) who are required to justify their 

spending (2013; also Pugh 2017). Essentially, in the current climate of impact there is a 

need for measurable, fit-for-purpose information (Whelan 2015). Yet, critiques surround 

ȺĊ± íɔƖlȺĜƶƖ"ŴĜȺʲ ƶí ȅɔ"ƖȺĜȺ"ȺĜʘ± |"Ⱥ"ˮ "ȡ ȺĊ±ʲ ƶíí±ȉ ̄ȉ±ȡȺȉĜlȺĜʘ± ʘ"Ŵɔ± Şɔ|ô±ƌ±ƖȺȡ̅ˮ "Ɩ| l"Ɩ 

b± ƶʘ±ȉŴʲ íƶlɔȡ±| ƶƖ ȺĊ± ̄ƌ±"ȡɔȉĜƖô ȉƶ| ƶí ƌƶƖ±ʲ̅ ˷ƕĜŞŦ"ƌǺ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̞̦̦̥ˮ ̠˯ "Ŵȡƶ ĉƶŴ|±Ɩ 

2004, Hewison 2012, Ellwood & Greenwood 2016, 11). As part of the cultural value debate, 

iȺ Ĝȡ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ Ɩ±ĜȺĊ±ȉ ̄" Ǻȉ±ȺȺʲ ǺĜ±l± ƶí ȺĊ±ƶȉʲ̅ Ɩƶȉ ̄ȡȺ"Ɩ|"ȉ| ±lƶƖƶƌĜl ƌƶ|±Ŵȡ̅ l"Ɩ 

easily be established to determine how a cultural economy as a whole can be utilised 

(Throsby 1999). So, whilst economic models have been produced in order to evaluate 

Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ȡ ±lƶƖƶƌĜl ʘ"Ŵɔ± ˷!ŴŴĜȡƶƖ ̞̦̦̣ˮ °ĉ ̟̝̝̟ˮ ̟̝̞̝ˮ ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl °ƖôŴ"Ɩ| ̟̝̞̤ô˸ "Ɩ| Ⱥƶ 

assist cultural policy decision-making (Throsby & Rizzo 2006), the concern remains that 

the process of gathering quantifiable data excludes subjective, softer benefits of culture 

experienced by stakeholders (Whelan 2015, 219).  

Another related concern surrounds ȺĊ± ɔbĜȅɔĜȺʲ "Ɩ| ɔȡ± ƶí ̂bĜô |"Ⱥ"̃̚masses of 

quantitative or quantified qualitative data usually gleaned from online trends or other 

transactions. Recently, critiques have emerged over the use of algorithms which use big 

data to exacerbate socio-economic divides by reinforcing gaps in the financial market or 

̂Ɩɔ|ôĜƖỗ ȺĊ± population  Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ǺƶŴĜȺĜl"Ŵ ƌĜƖ|ȡ±Ⱥȡ ˷Ƶ̃ƕ±ĜŴ ̟̝̞̣ˮ ĉ±ŴbĜƖô ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̟̝̞̤˸˱ 

Whilst it is unclear how automated decisions impact the heritage sector directly (e.g. 

whether heritage funding decisions are made by algorithms which assess big data as 
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values), it is important to bear in mind how AI and big data impact the sector considering 

the wide social and economic aspects that have featured in these heritage value 

conversations so far. If heritage is deemed useful for city ambitions, how would big data 

about it be used ethically? Essentially, ethical frameworks are required with regards to big 

data in heritage management (Harrison 2010c, 330, Varley-Winter & Shah 2016).  

To continueˮ ĜƖ ŴĜôĊȺ ƶí ȺĊ± ĉ° ̄ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌ"Ŧ±ȡ ʲƶɔ ĉ"ǺǺʲ̅ Ȉ±ǺƶȉȺ ˷ĉ° ̡̟̝̞ˮ ìɔŞĜʞ"ȉ" ±Ⱥ "Ŵ 

̡̟̝̞˸ "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± ȺĊ± |ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƶƖȡ ƶí ǺŴ"l± ĜƖ lĊ"ǺȺ±ȉ Ⱥʞƶˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ ʞƶȉȺĊ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ ̄ȺĊ± 

ȡlĜ±ƖȺĜíĜl ʞ"ʲ ƶí ŴƶƶŦĜƖô̅ Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ Ɩ±l±ȡȡ"ȉĜŴʲ ȺĊ± ʞ"ʲ Ⱥƶ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ ȺĊ± ǺȉƶíƶɔƖ| ±Ŵ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ ƶí 

being in or proximate to the historic environment (as discussed in chapter two), or how it 

could potentially link to the ontologically based ̄ƌĜȉ"lŴ± ƶí ±ʬĜȡȺ±Ɩl± ƶí ȺĊ± ʞƶȉŴ|̅ 

(Wittgenstein [1929] 1968, 14) or ȺĊ± ̄ȉ±ȡƶƖ"Ɩl±̅ "Ɩ| ̄ʞƶƖ|±ȉ̅ ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ⱥ±| bʲ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl"Ŵ 

objects (Greenblatt 1990). Context is everything and deep effectual experience within 

historic environment̚and place̚might be different for different people within different 

value gathering environments. If interactions with the historic environm ent occur in place, 

in everyday conditio ns, (for example, when encountering ruins on a walk to work or 

ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ŴƶƶŦĜƖô ƶɔȺ ƶƖ±̃ȡ ʞĜƖ|ƶʞ˸ ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ " ƌƶȉ± lƶƖȺȉƶŴŴ±| ƶȉ ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ 

context (focus groups, interviews, workshops) qualitative techniques will be more capable 

of uncovering it through several contexts (e.g. walking interviews, ethnography) (Pink 

2008, Rose & Degen 2012, Kiddey 2013). Place-based qualitative methods offer rich data 

and specific validity which complements participative processes (Low 2002). The drawback 

is that the collation of social value for place can cause difficulties in locating general 

patterns across a sample, as shown within a study on the values of the Cornish landscape 

expressed by local residents (Orange 2011). If you chose qualitative methods it is 

essentially more difficult to generalise data due to the very specific nature of research 

contexts (Crossick & Kaszynska 2016, 122).  

If quantitative value is associated with mass generalisation and qualitative deep, but 

specific knowledge, this divide can ȉ±íŴ±lȺ " |ĜlĊƶȺƶƌʲ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ "Ɩ ̄ĜƖȺ±ȉƖ"Ŵ̅ city (linked 

to everyday experience by individuals) and the city of potential ēxternal̅  economic value 

(linked to institutional contexts); dissonance is rife between the two as each dwells and 
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create pathways conlɔȉȉ±ƖȺŴʲ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ̄ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô±-b"ȡ±|̅ city (Graham 2002). We have 

therefore arrived at the somewhat romanticised problem that Raban upholds: 

The city as we imagine it, the soft city of illusion, myth, aspiration, 

nightmare, is as real, maybe more real, than the hard city one can locate on 

maps in statistics, in monographs on urban sociology and demography and 

architecture 

 (Raban 1976, 4). 

ĉ±ȉ±ˮ ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ Ĝȡ ȡǺŴĜȺ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ʞƶȉŴ|ȡ ƶí ̂ƌʲȺĊ̃ ƶȉ ̂"ȡǺĜȉ"ȺĜƶƖ̃ "Ɩ| ̂ȡȺ"ȺĜȡȺĜlȡ̃ ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ b± 

compared to qualitative  and quantitative data respectively. Whilst the latter still dominates 

the heritage sector, a conversation has continued towards demonstrating values as fluid 

and part of exchange of heritage practices (Hewison 2012, Lennox 2016, Jones 2017). And 

often, an approach towards gaining the advantages of both quantitative and qualitative 

|"Ⱥ" ĜȺ Ĝȡ ȡɔôô±ȡȺ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ƌĜʬ±| ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ b± ɔȡ±| Ⱥƶ ̄±ƖȉĜlĊ "Ɩ| ±ʬǺ"Ɩ| ȺĊ± lƶƖʘ±ƖȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ 

ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ̅ ˷ƕĜŞŦ"ƌǺ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̞̦̦̥ˮ ̞˸˱ ƋĜʬ±| ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ l"Ɩ b± ɔȡ±| Ⱥƶ l"ǺȺɔȉ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ 

which can help identify the complexity of both the  ̄"íí±lȺĜʘ± ±Ŵ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ ƶí lɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ 

±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ˹˲˺ "ȡ ʞ±ŴŴ "ȡ ȺĊ± íɔŴŴ ȉ"Ɩô± ƶí ȅɔ"ƖȺĜíĜ"bŴ± ±lƶƖƶƌĜl "Ɩ| Ɩɔƌ±ȉĜl"Ŵ |"Ⱥ"̅ 

(Holden 2004, 10). Indeed, Graham et al (2009) call for mixed methods in order to 

understand barriers inherent within the social differences attributed to the historic 

environment and to consider the different ways that collaboration  can effectively be 

achieved. Adopting mixed methods could demonstrate how values are created through 

collaboration and civic action. Lastly, whether qualitative or quantitative, it is worth 

considering whether new methods are required within the heritage sector or if the 

upcycling of previous models will provide suitable solutions, so as to maintain the sector s̃ 

organisational memory (Satterfield 2002, 97, Heyworth 2016, pers. comment, Kransdorff 

2016). 

The collation of heritage value as knowledge is an activity of methodological choice which 

reveals varied approaches towards potentially wider visions. Furthermore, there are myriad 

ways in which heritage value can be articulated and contexts for them to be expressed. 

How this might happen in regard to  collaborative work in a multi -local city is of upmost 
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importance. Considering again the call for localism and the focus on encouraging 

collaboration , my question is thus: is it possible to conceive heritage value not solely as 

̂ʘĜ±ʞǺƶĜƖȺȡ̃ bɔȺ ĜƖ "llƶȉ|"Ɩl± ʞĜȺĊ action  connected to places, taking account of the 

multi -local? I now turn to this question in the following sect ion.  

3.4 Heritage, ValueséACTION !  

This section examines methods which reveal values as motivated action (shorted handed 

Ⱥƶ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-action) carried out in situ, for example: visiting a heritage site, undertaking 

volunteer activities or collaborative civic action (such as urban place-making). This latter 

"lȺĜʘĜȺʲ l"Ɩ b± |±ȡlȉĜb±| "ȡ ȺĊ± lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± ̄Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ ƶí lĜʘĜl ±Ɩô"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ̅ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ " 

̄lƶƌƌƶƖ ôƶƶ|̅ ˷ƶȉ ʘĜȡĜƶƖ˸˰ ȺĊĜȡ Ĝȡ ±ʬǺŴƶȉ±| "ȡ " Ŵ±"ȉƖĜƖô Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ ʞĊ±ȉ±ĜƖ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ ôɔĜ|± 

actions (and through this process, they may be altered) (Satterfield 2002, 96, Meynhardt 

2009, 200). Since the Localism Act 2011 and the increase in mechanisms supporting civic 

actions by community groups , it becomes even more important to consider who becomes 

compelled to act and what visions they generate. 

To illustrate how values can be understood as action within cities, the argument here 

extends from theory discussed in Chapter Two. Places (localities/terrains) can hold within 

ȺĊ±ƌ ̄l±ƖȺȉ±ȡ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ±̅ ˷ȹɔ"Ɩ ̞̦̤̤ˮ ̞̤-8) (referred to as place-nodes̚buildings, benches, 

corners, viewing points etc.) where basic human needs are satisfied and collaboration can 

be enabled; pausing or undertaking activity in localities enables such value to be 

experienced (also Tweed & Sutherland 2007, 64, Vis 2009, 77). Human experience with 

places and place-nodes differs depending on their familiarity and the specific nature of 

their pathway. Both value and consequent actions will differ according to different social 

rules held by, for example, tourists visiting a place, residents that live in them, or students 

who live somewhere temporally (Vis 2009, 76-7). Research methodologies have picked up 

ƶƖ ȺĊ±ȡ± |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖȡ̃ ĜƖ ǺŴ"l±˱ ìƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ ĜƖ ȺƶɔȉĜȡƌ ȡȺɔ|Ĝ±ȡˮ ȺĊ± 

correspondence between value and activity within places has been assessed by observing 

touristic behaviour alongside obtaining perceptions and attitudes through survey results 

(Timothy & Boyd 2003, 7-̦ˮ ǹ"Ŵƌ±ȉ ̟̝̝̦ˮ kĊ±Ɩ ̑ kĊ±Ɩ ̟̝̞̝ˮ ˍ"bŦ"ȉ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̟̝̞̝ˮ k"Ŵʘ±ȉ ̑ 

Page 2013). Heritage is valued for a variety of reasons (e.g. authentic experience, social 

experience, education etc) and the corresponding activity is therefore one of consumption 
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of these benefits, enacted through the consumption of narratives, aesthetic gazing, social 

performances, the drive towards exotic destinations and quests for the authentic centre of 

places: such actions are then reinforced, promoted within t he international tourism market 

(Cohen 1979, 183, Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1998, Urry & Larsen 2011, Watson & Waterton 

2017, 54). Counter-tourism has also been put forward as a corrective to the oft critiqued 

passive consumption of place; one such study has encouraged tourists to takes part in 

̄ƌĜȡ-ôɔĜ|±|̅ Ⱥƶɔȉȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ bƶȺĊ |±- and then re-construct place, thus indicating that value 

can be reconfigured by inventing new forms of action in place (Smith 2013). 

However, translating values into civic action within places is more complex. For instance, a 

ȅɔ"ŴĜȺ"ȺĜʘ± ȡȺɔ|ʲ Ċ"ȡ l"Ⱥ±ôƶȉĜȡ±| ȉ±ȡĜ|±ƖȺȡ ĜƖȺƶ ôȉƶɔǺȡ ƶí ̄Ⱥ"Ŧ± ĜȺ ƶȉ Ŵ±"ʘ± ĜȺ̅ˮ 

̄lƶƖƖƶĜȡȡ±ɔȉȡ̅ˮ ƶȉ ̄ȉ±Ş±lȺ±ȉȡ̅ˮ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ĜƖ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ Ċƶƌ± ȺƶʞƖȡˮ ȺĊɔȡ ĜƖ|Ĝl"ȺĜƖô ȡƶƌ± 

indifference (Ennen 2000). A quantitative study by McDonald (2011) demonstrated that, 

"ŴȺĊƶɔôĊ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± Ĝȡ ʘ"Ŵɔ±| ˷"ȡ " ̂ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ŵ ôƶƶ|̃˸ˮ ȺĊ± Ɩɔƌb±ȉȡ ƶí ȺĊƶȡ± "lȺĜʘ±Ŵʲ 

collaborating (in a civic sense) are relatively low, especially when compared to media 

consumption of heritage or visiting a site:  

Table 4. Frequency of heritage-related activities adapted from McDonald (2011, 797)  

Frequency in %Ą  

Not at all  

in the past 

year 

 

 

Once in 

the past 

year 

 

 

Two to five 

times in the 

past year 

 

Six to 

twelve 

times in the 

past year 

 

 

More 

than 12 

times in 

the 

past year 

Engagement category Ć 

Played an active role in the 

heritage protection of  

something (e.g. attending 

meetings, submitted 

nomination forms)  

72.7 15.8 7.6 2.0 1.9 

 

Visited an Australian 

heritage site   

33.9 35.9 25 4.1 3.0 

Watched a TV show related 

Ⱥƶ !ɔȡȺȉ"ŴĜ"̃ȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±  

9.4 20.0 40.1 18.8 11.7 

 

  

From this study we can calculate that around 60 people out of 3,200 were actively 

engaged more than 12 times with a heritage meeting, etc., over the course of one year. 

McDonald concludes that high motivation for engagement occurs with those who find 

|Ĝȉ±lȺ ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"Ɩl± ̄Ⱥƶ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ƶʞƖ ȡǺ±lĜíĜl ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺȡˮ lɔŴȺɔȉ± ƶȉ ĊĜȡȺƶȉʲ̅ ˷̤̥̝˸̚thus supporting 
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the same point as Merriman (1991). However, the requirement for strong personal 

affiliation to harness motivation is critiqued in the concept of a ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-action gap ̃ "ȡ Ċ"ȡ 

been discussed in environmental studies (Kollmus & Agyeman 2002, Satterfield 2002, 84-

5). These studies posit that green sustainability is a wide-ranging goal that do es not 

necessarily compel individuals to act on their values, despite participants making positive 

statements about it . Additionally, Burström highlights that collective ignorance and 

indifference (symptomatic of having too many lifestyle -choices) should also be considered 

as impacting heritage activities (2013, 105). Therefore, more than personal affiliation with 

heritage is required to spur people to act  and this is confirmed by a study which 

ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ±| Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘƶŴɔƖȺ±±ȉȡ̃ ƌƶȺĜʘ"ȺĜƶƖȡ˱ ěƖ ȺĊĜȡ ȡȺɔ|ʲˮ ȈĊƶ|±Ɩ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ˷̟̝̝̦˸ ɔƖ|±ȉȺƶƶŦ " 

review of mixed sources, which indicated several volunteer motivation categories: 

Table 5. Motivation categories adapted from Rhoden et al (2009, 24)  

Motivation Category  Description  

̂!ŴȺȉɔĜȡȺĜl̃ ƶȉ ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±̃ Acting on or fulfilling individual held 

beliefs towards helping others, giving back 

to the community/society/organisati on. 

 

̂°ôƶȺĜȡȺĜl˾±ȡȺ±±ƌ˾ǺȉƶȺ±lȺĜʘ±˾íƶȉ ƌ±̃ Selfish reasons, learning development, 

escape, feeling the need to be 

useful/important, work substitute, self -

enjoyment, time-filling exercise 

̂ȠƶlĜ"Ŵ˾"ííĜŴĜ"ȺĜʘ±̃ To increase social networks and to be 

involved, to meet people/friends, to gain a 

positive experience 

̂ěƖȡȺȉɔƌ±ƖȺ"Ŵ̃ ˷ȡǺ±lĜíĜl ǺɔȉǺƶȡ±˯ íɔȺɔȉ± 

benefit) 

 

Establishing business contacts, 

development new skills, increase 

employability, hone a specific skills 

relevant to a job, pursuing a hobby or 

interest 

̂ʗƶŴɔƖȺ±±ȉ Ⱥȉ"|ĜȺĜƶƖȡ̃ Habitual volunteering  
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This useful overview, showing how a range of values (and gained benefits) can lead to 

action in volunteers beyond personal affiliation, unfortunately does not make any clear 

connection between places. However, similar work carried out by BOP (2010) for the 

Heritage Lottery Fund has shown trends in ages (general older) and motivation s (showing 

high trends for  ̂Ǻȉƶ "ƌ̃ ƶȉ ȡ±Ŵí-cultivation in volunteer motivations) and also that 

connections to local sense of belƶƖôĜƖô ʞ"ȡ ̄fairly strong  ̅in HLF volunteers (83). 

The connection between place and civic action is further  discussed in a mixed method 

ȡȺɔ|ʲ bʲ a"ȉb±ȉ ˷̟̝̞̠˸ lƶƖ|ɔlȺ±| ĜƖ ĉ"ŴĜí"ʬ ĜƖ ƕƶʘ" ȠlƶȺĜ" ʞĊƶ ȡƶɔôĊȺ ̄Ⱥƶ ȅɔ±ȉʲ ȺĊ± 

relationship between the actors who figure prominently in the production of the built 

±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ̅ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ̄" lȉĜȺĜl"Ŵ ȡǺ"ȺĜ"ŴĜˈ±| "llƶɔƖȺ̅ ƶʘ±ȉ ȺĜƌ± ˷̦̟˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ l"ȡ± ȡȺɔ|ʲ 

utilises desk-based analysis and interviews in order to track (throughout 50 years) how 

different people̚heritage activists, councillors, urban planners and property developers̚

took part in the management of this city, where the views of the landscape were endowed 

with symbolic value by community groups  (98). Barber demonstrated that, in the 1950s a 

redevelopment of a parti cular urban area with lower socioeconomic status was proposed 

by developers in order to combat social issues (crime, delinquency, health issues etc.). 

These plans: 

caught the attention of local residents, many of whom were young urban 

professionals involved with newly formed neighbourhood groups centred in the 

ô±ƖȺȉĜíʲĜƖô ȠƶɔȺĊ °Ɩ| ˹˲˺ ȹĊ±ʲ ʞ±ȉ± ƖƶȺ ȡƶ ƌɔlĊ lƶƖl±ȉƖ±| ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± ɔƖ±ȅɔ"Ŵ 

power relations associated with relocation, but that the view from Citadel Hill would 

be encroached upon  

(Barber 2013, 99). 

According to the study, this mix of middle -class professionals still dominates the place-

making activities in Halifax (some of whom have been involved for many years) and now 

Ċ"ʘ± íĜƖ"ƖlĜ"Ŵ ƌ±"Ɩȡ íƶȉ ̄"ŴŴƶʞĜƖô Ŵ±ô"Ŵ ȉ±Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| l"ƌǺ"ĜôƖȡ̅ ˷̞̝̟˸˱ ȹĊĜs study 

demonstrated that civic action (motivated by values for the view) were enacted by those 

ʞĜȺĊ " ĊĜôĊ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȡȺ"Ⱥɔȡ "Ɩ| ̂|ĜȡȺĜƖlȺĜƶƖ̃ ˷̞̝̠˸˱ a"ȉb±ȉ criticizes this course of action and 

highlights an inherent issue with civic action: essentially, the ôƶ"Ŵ Ⱥƶ ̄±ƖŴĜʘ±Ɩ "Ɩ| ȉ±lȉ±"Ⱥ± 

lĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ ˷ĉƶɔôĊȺƶƖ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ̠˸ bʲ ±ĜȺĊ±ȉ ǺŴ"ƖƖ±ȉȡ ƶȉ community groups  is at risk of 
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causing negative impact (i.e. through gentrification) on less capable groups who have not 

the resources nor collective clout to make their values known (Karacor 2014). In terms of 

collaborative action, Sennett (2012) has recognised that capitalism and the inequality it 

creates (as a result of overly competitive, short-term jobs) can undermine the ability to 

share goals across social differences which in turn exacerbates inequality further (and 

ultimately reiterate social differences) (279). Thinking reflexively about heritage values as 

action (and inaction) can therefore illuminate social differences and political tensions 

between local authorities, developers and local people within the multi -local city at 

specific times and places.  

At this point, the relationship raised in section 3.1̚ȺĊ"Ⱥ ̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ͞|"Ⱥ" 

ȡɔǺǺŴ±ƌ±ƖȺ"ȉʲ Ⱥƶ ʘĜȡĜƶƖ̃̚is rendered socially complicated if heritage values and visions 

are shaped by social differences. Following the concerns highlighted above, collaborative 

civic action seems to be increasingly generated by those with free time, money and good 

Ċ±"ŴȺĊ ˷ȉ±í±ȉȉ±| Ⱥƶ ĊƶŴĜȡȺĜl"ŴŴʲ Ċ±ȉ± "ȡ ̂l"Ǻ"bĜŴĜȺʲ̃˸˱ ! ȡĜƌǺŴ± ±ȅɔ"ȺĜon is therefore 

proposed: 

high value for place + vision = action  if capability to act  

Another such equation is offered by Abel et al (2015) as a model for greater collaborative 

engagement in city management:  

P̄ x B + D > C in which P=Probability of engagement, B= Benefit to the participant, 

{͞ȡ±Ɩȡ± ƶí lĜʘĜl {ɔȺʲ "Ɩ| k͞ ȺĊ± íĜƖ"ƖlĜ"Ŵ kƶȡȺ˱̅  ˷̢˸˱ 

 

With the former equation, those acting are assumed to be instigating their own place -

based activities, driven by their values, irrespective of (and potentially against) the actions 

ƶí ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ ˷±ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲ |ȉ"ʞĜƖô íȉƶƌ a"ȉb±ȉ̃ȡ ȡȺɔ|ʲ˸˱ ȹĊ± Ŵ"ȺȺ±ȉ ±ȅɔ"ȺĜƶƖ "ȡȡɔƌ±ȡ "lȺĜƶƖ l"Ɩ 

occur through partnerships between external instigators (in this case researchers) offering 

others the opportunity to participate and also a bene fit which draws on an innate sense of 

civic duty. Both equations also consider the potential for a value-action-gap (signified by 

ȺĊ± ̂Ĝí̃ "Ɩ| ̂Ǻȉƶb"bĜŴĜȺʲ̃˸˱ ų"lŦ ƶí l"Ǻ"bĜŴĜȺʲ ƌ"ʲ l"ɔȡ± " ʘ"Ŵɔ±-action gap especially if 

experienced alongside a lack of perceived benefit.  
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Whilst capability should be considered a very tangible barrier, both equations above can 

be complicated further by considering the possibility for groups and individuals to 

ɔƖ|±ȉôƶ " ̂ȉ±-ʘ"Ŵɔ"ȺĜƶƖ̃ˮ Ⱥƶ lĊ"Ɩô± ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ʘ"Ŵɔ± Ǻ±ȉl±ǺȺĜƶƖ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ collaborative activities 

and external impacts regardless of social differences. Indeed, re-valuation can occur across 

whole populations in reaction to official policies and law, the gaining of new knowledge 

and the wider adoption of attitudes from initial Ŵʲ ̂ɔƖƶííĜlĜ"Ŵ̃ "lȺĜʘĜȡȺ ȡȺ"Ɩ|ǺƶĜƖȺȡ˱ ìƶȉ 

example, as has been shown by several studies, state-enforced legal frameworks 

propagating social change have been shown to be effective in changing trends in 

behaviour, for example, in stopping domestic violence, smoking in public areas, and 

recycling (Tankard & Paluk 2016). Alternatively, activist groups or researchers, acting 

"ô"ĜƖȡȺ ȺĊ± ̂Ɩƶȉƌȡ̃ ƶȉ ȉ±ʘ±"ŴĜƖô Ɩ±ʞ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖˮ l"Ɩ lȉ±"Ⱥ± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ "Ɩ| b±Ċ"ʘĜƶɔȉ ȺĊ"Ⱥ 

become more officially subsumed into society and ind±±| Ŵ"ʞȡ˰ ±˱ô˱ ʞƶƌ±Ɩ̃ȡ ȉĜôĊȺȡˮ ƶȉ ȺĊ± 

b"Ɩ ƶƖ ȡƌƶŦĜƖô ĜƖ ǺɔbŴĜl˱ ȹĊɔȡˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ̄ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖȡ bƶȺĊ lƶƌƌɔƖĜl"Ⱥ± 

Ɩƶȉƌȡ "Ɩ| "ȉ± "íí±lȺ±| bʲ Ɩƶȉƌȡ̅ ˷ȹ"ƖŦ"ȉ| ̑ ǹ"ŴɔŦ ̟̝̞̣ˮ ̞̦̠˸˱ ʗĜȡ ˷̟̝̝̦˸ˮ "Ŵȡƶ ȡɔǺǺƶȉȺȡ 

ȺĊĜȡ ɔȡĜƖô {± k±ȉȺ±"ɔ̃ȡ ȺĊ±ƶȉĜ±ȡ ƶƖ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ ȉɔles:  

Social rules are the interaction systems of human action, and thus human action is 

fundamental to both types of rules, while in enactment it may (re)interpret the same 

rules it constituted itself before. Both structure and formulated rules a re thus 

temporal and changeable 

(Viz 2009, 77). 

Yet Tankard and Paluk put forward a sanguine proposal: that it may be possible to 

determine when state-enforced changes to values are appropriate and effective or not 

(2016, 200). For instance, compulsory voting in countries like Australia is a salient example 

of mandatory citizen action, which has been met with criticism especially in light of the 

concept of de-ʘ"ŴɔĜƖô ƶí ȺĊĜȡ lĜʘĜl "lȺĜƶƖˮ ƶí ̂"ƖȺĜ-ǺƶŴĜȺĜlĜȡƌ̃ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ȉĜȡ± ƶí " ʞĜȺĊ|ȉ"ʞƖ 

̄lʲƖĜl"Ŵ ȡƶlĜ±Ⱥʲ̅ˮ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉly pertinent in light of recent referendums in Britain and the US 

(Goldfarb, qtd in Sennett 2012, 134; also Pycock 2017). Compulsory voting has been seen 

as undermining ȺĊ± ȅɔ"ŴĜȺʲ ƶí |±ƌƶlȉ"lʲ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ̂bƶôɔȡ̃ ʘƶȺĜƖôˮ ȡĜƌǺŴʲ ĜƖ±íí±lȺɔ"Ŵ "Ɩ| a 

waste of resources (Jakee & Sun 2006, Singh 2016). Whilst no parallel legal requirement 

can be drawn upon for the heritage sector (e.g. a law which enforces civic action rather 
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than simply prohibiting behaviour such as damage to or theft of cultural heritage) the 

legal mechanisms found in the Localism Act in the UK, as discussed in Chapter Two are 

intended to impact on ̂Ɩƶȉƌ"ȺĜʘ± b±Ċ"ʘĜƶɔȉ̃ bʲ ±Ɩlƶɔȉ"ôĜƖô ʘ"Ŵɔ±-led citizen action 

˷ŝ"lƶbȡ ̑ Ƌ"ƖˈĜ ̟̝̞̠˸˱ ěƖ|±±|ˮ ȹ"ƖŦ"ȉ| "Ɩ| ǹ"ŴɔŦ̃ȡ ǺȉƶǺƶȡ"Ŵ Ĝȡ ĊĜôĊŴʲ Ǻ±ȉȺĜƖ±ƖȺ íƶȉ ȺĊ± 

Localism Act, which, as has been discussed, is criticised for over the instrumentalisation of 

civic or volunteer action. Bradley (2014) however, whilst acknowledging the issues of the 

ĜƖȡȺȉɔƌ±ƖȺ"ŴĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ̂lĊ"ȉĜȺ"bŴ± ȡ±Ŵí̃ˮ ȡȺĜŴŴ Ǻ±ȉl±Ĝʘ±ȡ ƶǺǺƶȉȺɔƖĜȺʲ íor those (particularly 

marginalised groups) to take advantage and experiment with that which is offered by 

Localism policies, through adopting performative practices:  

These are performative practices in which spatial norms are transposed under 

licence of localism and in which promises of devolution and empowerment are 

explored through the reiterative practices of lived space. Applying these practices 

within the jurisdiction of localism, community organisations appear able to challenge 

the restrictions of socio-spatial positioning to experiment with participatory 

governance that is empowering and inclusive 

(Bradley 2014, 653). 

At this point, this more positive outlook can be applied to value -actions in place. So, while 

it is not obligatory to save your local  crumbling pub unless you want to (holding some 

values for it, perceiving a new threat to it) in which case, even if you live in a deprived area 

˷íƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô aȉ"|Ŵ±ʲ̃ȡ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ȡ˸ ʲƶɔ l"Ɩ íƶŴŴƶʞ l±ȉȺ"ĜƖ ƌ±lĊ"ƖĜȡƌȡ ˷"Ɩ| ƌ"ʲb± ŦƖƶʞĜƖô 

about this prompted you to think more actively), and thereafter, you may be able to be 

lȉ±"ȺĜʘ± "Ɩ| b±Ɩ| ȡɔlĊ ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ʲƶɔȉ ʞĜŴŴ Ⱥƶ lȉ±"Ⱥ± " ̂Ɩ±ʞ ʘ±ȉȡĜƶƖ̃ ƶí ȺĊ± Ǻɔbˮ ƶƖ± ʞĊĜlĊ 

constructs new equalities between people (or join a group that has started to do so). Thus, 

it may be that values and the value-action gap are subject to changes by legal 

frameworks, or simply a gain of new knowledge (which at first may have stemmed from a 

ȡƌ"ŴŴ±ȉ ôȉƶɔǺ̃ȡ lƶƖl±ȉƖ ʞĊĜlĊ Ċ"ȡ b±lƶƌ± ƌƶȉ± ʞĜ|±Ŵʲ ±ȡȺ"bŴĜȡĊ±|˸˱ ! Ɩ±ʞ ô"ĜƖ ƶí 

knowledge, leading to  a swell of value redefĜƖĜȺĜƶƖˮ l"Ɩ ȡĜôƖĜíʲ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺ ̄tipping points  ̅

or when localised movements ̄ l"ȺlĊ íĜȉ±̅ (Gladwell 2001). Thus, the relationship between 

values, action-gaps, visions must also include knowledge gain.  
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To understand this relationship íɔȉȺĊ±ȉˮ ó˱°˱Ƌ !Ɩȡlƶƌb±̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦ ƶƖ Întention  ̃([1957] 

2000) can be applied. She explored how people accounted for their actions through 

language. In this work, !Ɩȡlƶƌb± |ȉ±ʞ íȉƶƌ !ȉĜȡȺƶȺŴ±̃ȡ ̄practical reasoning  ̅ƶȉ ǺĊȉƶƖ½ȡĜȡˮ 

the habitual practice of virt uous acts (value-actions) towards a desired end (i.e. a vision), 

the best choice towards which is learnt from experiential knowledge (Anscombe [1957] 

2000, vi, Aristotle n.d. [2009]). Value-actions can therefore be perceived here as desiring 

something that  is pleasant and the movement towards it. An expression or statement of 

|±ȡĜȉ± ˷ʞĊ±Ɩ ĜƖȅɔĜȉ±| ƶí˸ ±ʬǺŴ"ĜƖȡ ȺĊ± ̂ǺȉƶƌǺȺ̃ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ "Ɩ "lȺĜƶƖ ȺĊ"Ⱥ "Ɩ ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|ɔ"Ŵ 

undertakes (Anscombe [1957] 2000, 62&65-6). Drawing from the cases above, this could 

manifest in a Ǻ±ȉȡƶƖ ȡ"ʲĜƖô ˷íƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±˸ ̄ě ʞ"ƖȺ±| Ⱥƶ ʘĜȡĜȺ " ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ƌƶƖɔƌ±ƖȺ íƶȉ ȺĊ± 

ȡ"Ŧ± ƶí ±ƖŞƶʲĜƖô " í"ƌĜŴʲ ƌ±ƌƶȉʲ̅ ƶȉ "ƖƶȺĊ±ȉ ȡ"ʲĜƖô ̄ě ʞĜŴŴ ĜƖlȉ±"ȡ± lĜʘĜl ±Ɩô"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ĜƖ " 

Ŵƶl"Ŵ lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ĜƖ ȺĊĜȡ "ȉ±" ȡƶ ě l"Ɩ ±ƖŞƶʲ ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ lƶƌǺ"Ɩʲ̅˱ ȹĊ± |±ȡĜȉ±ȡ "ȉ± ȺĊ± 

̂±ƖŞƶʲƌ±ƖȺ ƶí í"ƌĜŴʲ ƌ±ƌƶȉʲ̃ ƶȉ ̂ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ lƶƌǺ"Ɩʲ̃˱ ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ "llƶȉ|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ !Ɩȡlƶƌb±ˮ 

neither of these examples would fall into practical reasoning as they lack any statement of 

ʞĊ"Ⱥ Ĝȡ ŦƖƶʞƖ ĜƖ bƶȺĊ ȡĜȺɔ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ˷Ĝ˱±˱ ̄ě ŦƖƶʞ ƌʲ í"ȺĊ±ȉ̃ȡ ôȉ"ʘ± Ĝȡ ȺĊ±ȉ±ˮ ě ʞĜŴŴ ô"ĜƖ 

enŞƶʲƌ±ƖȺ ĜƖ ʘĜȡĜȺĜƖô ƌʲ í"ȺĊ±ȉ̃ȡ ôȉ"ʘ±̅˸ ˷̢̣˸˱ °ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ ȺĊ± ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ ̄ě ʞ"ƖȺ !ˮ ȡƶ ě̀ŴŴ |ƶ 

ʫ̅ Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ ȉ±"ȡƶƖ"bŴ± ˷̣̣˸˱ kȉɔlĜ"ŴŴʲˮ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ ĜƖȺ±ƖȺĜƶƖȡ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ± ȉ±"ȡƶƖ "Ɩ| ĜƖ í"lȺˮ ŦƖƶʞĜƖô˰ 

̄ĜȺ Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ ƌ±ȉ± ƌƶʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ ƶȉ ȡȺȉ±ȺlĊĜƖô ƶɔȺ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖôˮ bɔȺ this on the part of a 

lȉ±"Ⱥɔȉ± ȺĊ"Ⱥ l"Ɩ b± ȡ"Ĝ| Ⱥƶ ŦƖƶʞ ȺĊ± ȺĊĜƖô̅ ˷̣̥˸˱ °ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ drawing from  !Ɩȡlƶƌb±̃ȡ 

work the undertaking of a value-action can be seen as a process where the desire for 

change, combined ʞĜȺĊ " Ǻ±ȉȡƶƖ̃ȡ l"Ǻ"bĜŴĜȺʲ and their knowledge gain through practical 

reasoning. The value-action can be discoverable through the statements, or explanations 

of action and through the actions themselves. Moreover, in terms of knowledge gain, the 

role of physical place can be reiterated as part of this learning. Essentially, one has to learn 

ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ "Ɩ| ĜȺȡ Ǻ"ȺĊʞ"ʲȡ ˷ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô ĜȺȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±˸ Ⱥƶ b± Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ĜȺˮ Ⱥƶ ̂b±-in-the-ʞƶȉŴ|̃ "Ɩ| 

therefore to collaborate and commit to social change within it (Gladwell 2001, Miles & 

Gibson 2017). It is also possible to consider the deeper psychological aspect of 

motivations in regards to place-b"ȡ±| ̂Ɩ±±|ȡ̃ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ Ŵ±"| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± íɔȉȺĊ±ȉ lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí 

values (Tweed & Sutherland 2007, Epstein 1993 qtd in Meynhardt 2009, 200-202). 

However, in this study, whilst psychological insights of motivations are considered 

important, they are not necessary to understand intentions (Anscombe [1957] 2000, x) and 
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furthermore choosing a specific psychological model could be overly reductive (also 

Hansch 1997, qtd in Meynhardt 2009, 202). This is specifically important when considering 

collaborative value-action by different groups in places. This study focuses instead on 

what is meant by heritage values in language and value-action, and the methodological 

priorities held by different g roups (unofficial/ official, expert/ non -expert). To create a 

model that underpins the value -actionĄknowledgeĄvision process, however, still cannot 

be produced across the board, across social differences, or indeed across places. This issue 

is demonstrated in the charts below (figures 5-7). 

 

Figure 4. Desire-practical reasoning model: drawn from Anscombe ([1957] 2000) 

ωmaintain 
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intentional act
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Figure 5. Vision-value-action process EXPERT process? 

 

Figure 6. Value-knowledge-action NON-EXPERT process? 

From these three hypothetical charts, an all-encompassing equation (i.e. vision=end goal 

and values=desires + knowledge) cannot be established for local authorities and 

community groups  or organisations working in heritage management. Several questions 

arise including̚where do city visions come from in the first place if not from prior 

knowledge? Do visions change if non-experts know their values in different ways, and 

have to make decisions about heritage in dissimilar ways? Essentially, in considering the 
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differences between expert and non-expert values (and the contexts and legal frameworks 

in which they occur) we have an extension from the question ̂ʞĊƶ ŦƖƶʞȡ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ "Ɩ| ʞĜȺĊ 

ʞĊ"Ⱥ ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ̃ Ⱥƶ ̂ʞĊƶ "lȺȡ ƶƖ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ˷ʘĜȡĜƶƖ˸ˮ "Ɩ| ʞĜȺĊ ʞĊ"Ⱥ ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ̃˵ 

Furthermore, considering the multi -local city, is vision impacted according to place? How 

can visions be found and compared across places? Importantly, these questions highlight 

the sticking points that render a bsolute collaboration a challenge between official and 

unofficial forces in heritage management. In raising them, the crux of inquiry for this 

project has emerged:  

How do heritage value-actions compare between multi-local groups working 

towards visions within a city context?  

Through comparison, can one make recommendations of best practice for 

collaboration between groups? 

Numerous questions have been raised here, but undoubtedly reflecting on value as 

connected to action is a highly important area of research for the heritage sector within 

the localism context. Moreover, as I now discuss, examining this relationship between 

̂ʘ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖˮ ʘĜȡĜƶƖ "Ɩ| ǺŴ"l±̃ ƌ"ʲ ȉ±ȅɔĜȉ± ƌĜʬ±| ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ±ȡˮ ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô 

those that go beyond uttered statements.  

3.5 Visual Media & Value-Action 

The previous section has shown that the relationship between heritage values and visions 

Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ "ȡ ȡȺȉ"ĜôĊȺíƶȉʞ"ȉ| "ȡ lƶƖl±Ĝʘ±| ĜƖ ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ ̠˱̞˱ ʗ"Ŵɔ±ȡ íƶȉ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌ"ʲ b± ̂ŦƖƶʞƖ̃ ĜƖ 

the expert sense but also can be understood as motivations towards action; this is of 

importance within a localism clime which supports civic heritage activities. Different 

models of value-action, which account for knowledge gain and capability, are not clear at 

this point (as shown above). However, as has been flagged up previously in this chapter 

the limits of value definitions through language have remained in the heritage sector. 

Therefore, research requires understanding beyond words.  

ěƖ|±±|ˮ Ƞ"ȺȺ±ȉíĜ±Ŵ| ˷̟̝̝̟˸ Ċ"ȡ ȡĊƶʞƖ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ʞĊĜŴȡȺ ̂±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ"Ŵ̃ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ "ȉ± Ċ±Ŵ| "ȡ b±ŴĜ±íȡˮ 

interview or survey results cannot predict action (93). Thus, not all declarations of value 

l"Ɩ b± Ɩ±l±ȡȡ"ȉĜŴʲ ̂Ⱥ"Ŧ±Ɩ "ȡ ôƶȡǺ±Ŵ̃ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ɔȺȺ±ȉ±| ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ˱ ȹĊ± ŴĜƌĜȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ʞĜȺĊ 
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interviews, surveys and focus groups where words do not reflect action, encourages us to 

seek mixed methods (Waterton has also highlighted this need to go beyond words 

frequently (2007, 69, 2010a, 24, 2010b, 155, Watson & Waterton 2015a)). At this point, 

following up from section 2.4 in Chapter Two, considering visual media (created and 

shared by both experts and non-experts) as a way of understanding value-actions in the 

multi -local city is put forward as a fruitful endeavour. Visual research can reveal values and 

visions by different groups and can be studied in different ways (Rose 2012). For example, 

within the content of visualisations (produced by developers), visions towards the creation 

ƶí Ɩ±ʞ lĜȺʲ ̂"ȺƌƶȡǺĊ±ȉ±ȡ̃ l"Ɩ b± ±ʬ"ƌĜƖ±|˯ ȺĊ±ȡ± "ȉ± ̄Ǻȉƶ|ɔlȺĜʘ± ƶí ʘ±ȉʲ ȡǺ±lĜíĜl "Ɩ| 

therefore also limited (embƶ|Ĝ±|˸ ȡɔbŞ±lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| ˷±ƌǺŴ"l±|˸ lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̅ ˷!Ĝ±ŴŴƶ ̟̝̞̠ˮ 

̞˯ "Ŵȡƶ Ȉƶȡ± ̟̝̞̠ˮ Ȉƶȡ± ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̡̟̝̞ˮ {±ô±Ɩ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̟̝̞̤˸˱ ʝĜ|±ȉ ̂lĜȺʲ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ̃ lȉ±"Ⱥ±| bʲ 

planners (or other visionaries) throughout the 20 th century imaginatively portray parallel 

pasts, presents and utopian futures (Dunn et al 2014).  

 

Figure 7. Palmtree Island (Oasis) Project © Haus-Rucker-Co. (Dunn et al 2014, 83) 
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In these cases, visual media are politically resonant and politics resonate visually (Ranciere 

2009 qtd in Oommen 2016); thus examining the content of such media (created by 

planners, councils, and community groups) reveals the different motivations that support 

ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ˱ ěƖ "||ĜȺĜƶƖˮ ȺĊ± Ǻ±ȉȡǺ±lȺĜʘ±ˮ ̂íȉ"ƌĜƖỗ ƶȉ Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± Ĝƌ"ô± lƶƖȺ±ƖȺˮ 

as layout is important to study in order to understand the focus shaped by the creator of 

the images (Cheung 2010, 259-262, Waterton 2010a & 2010b). Moreover, in the multi-

local city, several different visions will be present in a battle of mass representations in and 

across place. Thus, the velocity  of visuals̚ as was discussed in Chapter Two (see page 

65)̚can be revealing of place dynamics, for instance:  

a woman submitted a reproduction of a painting of a historical view of the 

downtown landscape for consideration at a planning hearing. She stated that the 

painting is on display in a local gallery and said that the proposal in question would 

negatively affect such views ˹˲˺ 

(Barber 2013, 104). 

The study of the contexts in which visuals emerge, the way people depend on them in 

specific situations is yet another way to consider the traction (and even the development) 

of value-actions. Furthermore, a study by Tweed and Sutherland (2007) captured 

residential perceptions of place across five cities (Belfast, Liege, ǹȉ"ôɔ±ˮ ȹ±Ŵr "Ɩ| 

Copenhagen) using visual-elicitation techniques: i.e. showing members of the public 

manipulated photographs that indicated changes to specific historic environments. The 

study found that across the five cities, residents had different levels of mood, attention 

and sensitivity whilst in situ. The experience  of media in specific contexts (and places) is 

therefore pertinent to the strategies of participation (potentially leading to collaboration) 

between different groups (Kleinhans et al 2015). 

Essentially, in exploring and comparing the content and pathways of visual media the 

collaborative value-actions and visions of different groups can be further interrogated 

alongside words. Thus, in this section I have put forward four different areas of visual 

analysis: content, layout, velocity and experience. These analytical approaches will be 

further discussed in Chapter Four, as part of a visual media toolkit. 
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3.6 Discussion  

In this chapter, how heritage value feeds into city management has been exemplified, 

drawing on the policy -driven vision of sustainable development. Value-led conservation 

management was then outlined leading to a discussion of how definitions of heritage 

values have to evolve in line with specific contexts. However, the dangers of conceding 

unconsciously to the restless tension of cities and their visions is highlighted. In addition , 

recognising the tendency for heritage valuations to be made by experts within institutional 

contexts, heritage researchers have called for increased collaboration  with different 

participants (even though such interventions flag up several theoretical issues as to the 

shared meaning of words̚including the word value  itself). After reviewing various 

methodologies for value -data capture, I moved onto t he concept of value in line with 

action (reflecting the call-to-action mechanism of localism policies in the UK). It is from 

this discussion, that the need to compare how different groups might act on values 

collaboratively to get to visions bearing in min d different capabilities and any social 

differences should be made. Moreover, the importance of considering value-action 

beyond words and language, by considering visual media was raised. 

The value-action models can only at this point be hypothetically com prised. The crux of 

inquiry for th is project has been identified. The questions above (p106) are developed 

further in the following methodology chapter, which also pin points the steps taken to 

address this inquiry and the methodology approach from which d ata in the field was 

gathered.   
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4: Methodology & Methods 

4.0 Introduction 

In the previous two chapters, the theoretical discussion brought to  the fore the following 

key points which structure this research: 

¶ Within an increasing localism context, challenges and resource reductions impact 

local authorities, whilst localism policies encourage them to support and essentially 

collaborate with community groups in localised forms of heritage management 

(CATs are identified as a pertinent, if complex, example);   

¶ Multi -local is highlighted as a relevant theoretical perspective considering the rise 

of localism policies. Such an approach can account for social differences in place 

and/or through media;  

¶ The value-action approach (within a multi -local framework) is a useful for 

comparing the different motivations of groups who collaborate on her itage 

management towards their visions for heritage in cities. Such an approach can 

include the study of uttered statements, observed actions and any associated 

media. 

At the end of chapter three the crux o f the research inquiry emerged. In this chapter, I 

outline the methodological choices which guided two years of fieldwork in the city of 

study, York, towards this inquiry. Firstly, the paradigmatic position is explained followed by 

an account of why the method of ethnography  (immersing myself within certain settings) 

was chosen in order to gather data. Thereafter, the role of researcher is discussed 

alongside the ethical challenges with, on the one hand, researching the value-actions of 

multiple groups, and on the other, achieving different kinds of collaboration  with them. 

Thereafter the selections of sites (referred to as localities) within York, and the heritage 

̂l±ƖȺȉ±ȡ̃ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ±ȡ± ˷ȺĊ± ǺĊʲȡĜl"Ŵ bɔĜŴ|Ĝngs which are referred to as place-nodes) are 

outlined alongside the identification of my participants. The selection of the localities and 

associated place-nodes assisted the re-phrasing of the research questions, which are also 

outlined. The specific methods applied during research (including fieldnotes, interviewing, 

visual research and contextual research) are then laid out. The everyday ethics in fieldwork 

with multiple groups, those anticipated and those that emerged, are also discussed. Lastly, 
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I outline the processes by which data was organised and analysed, as well as the methods 

for presenting the findings.  

So, to begin with, I account for the methodological approach within the academic 

|ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƶƖ ƶí ̂Ǻ"ȉ"|Ĝôƌȡ̃ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±ȉ±"íȺ±ȉ ȺĊ± lĊƶĜl± ƶí ±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊĜl ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ƶŴƶôʲ˱ 

4.1 The Paradigmatic & Methodological Approach 

! Ǻ"ȉ"|Ĝôƌ ĜƖ|Ĝl"Ⱥ±ȡ ȺĊ± ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ " ȺĊ±ƶȉ±ȺĜl"Ŵ ̄íȉ"ƌ±ʞƶȉŦ̅ˮ ̄Ĝ|Ĝƶƌ̅ 

ƶȉ ̄|ĜȡlĜǺŴĜƖ"ȉʲ ƌ"ȺȉĜʬ̅ "Ɩ| ƶíȺ±Ɩ |Ĝȉ±lȺȡ ʞĊĜlĊ ˷"Ɩ| Ċƶʞ˸ ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ ȡĊƶɔŴ| b± 

undertaken. Essentially, method ̄lƶƖƖƶȺ±ȡ " ʞ"ʲ ƶí ŦƖƶʞĜƖô̅ ˷óɔbȉĜɔƌ ̑ ĉƶŴȡȺĜ±Ɩ ̞̦̦̤ˮ 

vii; also Guba & Lincoln 1994, 105-106, Lincoln & Guba 2000, 163, Trigg 2001, 258-259, 

Bryman 2004, 539-541, Morgan 2007, 49, Silverman 2010, 14, Denzin et al 2011, 97, 

Creswell 2013, 299). Whilst paradigmatic traditions are not statically connected to 

intellectual disciplines, they are some general trends to take account of. For instance, 

positivist  and realist  paradigmatic approaches roughly assume that research must be 

undertaken through external observation of the world, and as such are often associated 

with sociology and the social sciences (Bryman 2004, 539, Smith 2004, 48, Waterton 2007, 

62-63, Ablett & Dyer 2009, 218). In these approaches, frequently the researcher assumes a 

̄ʘ"Ŵɔ± íȉ±±̅ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ and data collection methods follow that of the natural sciences (such 

as social experiments) in order to prove or disprove a deductive hypothesis (11-12; see 

also Trigg 2001, 258). Positivist and realist approaches are often associated with 

quantitative methodologies, although a fixed association has been critiqued (Silverman 

2010, 13, Bryman 2012, 614, Chowdhury 2015). Notably, this research model does not seek 

to prove or disprove a hypothesis but rather explore and compare social activities through 

mainly qualitative information (i.e. value-action and heritage management by different 

groups). In terms of alignment then, more suitable paradigms are identified as 

interpretivism  which seeks to account for actions by participants through an 

understanding of t he meaning (as knowledge) behind them, and consider the worth of a 

reflexively subjective researcher (Bryman 2004, 13). Moreover, constructivism  supports an 

ontological approach whereby actors are observed to undertake being-in-the-world as 

they remake it under specific conditions, in specific settings, using specific resources 

during periods of time (Gubrium & Holstein 1997, Holstein & Gubrium 2011, 341). These 
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two paradigms are usually associated with qualitative research and combined can focus on 

values ˷ ƶȉ ƌƶȺĜʘ"ȺĜƶƖȡ |ȉĜʘĜƖô "lȺĜƶƖ˸ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ |"Ⱥ" ʞĊĜŴȡȺ "Ŵȡƶ ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜƖô ƶƖ ȺĊ± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ±ȉ̃ȡ 

position and affect in context (Guba & Lincoln 1994, 114, Silverman 2010, 433). However, 

in this study, meanings behind uttered statements and actions (focused within the 

interpretive framework) were quantified in order to present trends across different groups. 

Furthermore, the constructivism approach focuses on the development of phenomena 

over time in contexts: therefore, it was possible to count qualitative meaning ov er time as 

quantitative data in analysis. The effectiveness of these mixed methods analysis is reflected 

in the data chapters following Bryman (2012, 626-633) and Blair (2015). In essence, these 

latter two paradigms, with a mix of qualitative and quantitat ive analysis are vital to this 

research inquiry which seeks to understand and track collections of heritage values within 

ongoing activity centred around heritage management or wider practices in certain setting 

and places. Such a combination of paradigmatic approaches answers a call to go beyond a 

̄lŴĜǺ-bƶ"ȉ| ȡɔȉʘ±ʲ̅ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ (Palmer 2009, 128-129, Sørensen & Carman 2009, 1, Watson 

& Waterton 2015a, 3-6).  

The methodological choices are now explained further. In order to immerse myself in 

different setting s (gaining qualitative data that could possibly be interpreted in both 

qualitative and quantitative ways) the method of ethnography was adopted. Ethnography 

Ĝȡ " ƌ±ȺĊƶ| íȉ±ȅɔ±ƖȺŴʲ ɔƖ|±ȉȺ"Ŧ±Ɩ ̄Ⱥƶ |±ȡlȉĜb± ȺĊ± ŴĜʘ±ȡ ƶí Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± ƶȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ ƶɔȉȡ±Ŵʘ±ȡˮ 

with an aclɔȉ"lʲ "Ɩ| ȡ±ƖȡĜȺĜʘĜȺʲ ĊƶƖ±| bʲ |±Ⱥ"ĜŴ±| ƶbȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ̅ ˷ěƖôƶŴ| ̟̝̝̥"ˮ ̣̦ˮ ȅȺ˱ ĜƖ 

Pink & Morgan 2013, 1; also Emerson et al 1995, 2). This activity is often partnered by 

fieldnote taking, however, mixed methods such as interviewing and media analysis have 

also been utilised (Schensul et al 1999, Schensul, Schensul & leCompte 1999, Davies 2001, 

̡̡ˮ {ĜlŦȡ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̟̝̝̣ˮ ǹĜƖŦ ̟̝̞̞˸˱ Ƌƶȉ±ƶʘ±ȉˮ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí ̂ƌɔŴȺĜ-sited ethnogr"ǺĊʲ̃̚

which here is adopted to multi -local following Rodman (2003)̚provides a direct link 

between the theoretical position and methodological activities (Marcus 1995 & 1997, 

Rodman 2003, Falzon 2009, Ryzewski 2012, Pink & Morgan 2013, 7). Ultimately, a multi-

local ethnographic approach encourages us to consider the complicated ways in which 

different sites of study, and their perimeters in place, become known and compared: 
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˹˲˺ ĜƖ ƌɔŴȺĜ-sited ethnography comparison emerges from putting questions to an 

emergent object of study whose contours, sites, and relationships are not known 

beforehand but are themselves a contribution of making an account that has 

different, complexly connected real-world sites of investigation  

(Marcus 1995, 102). 

So, while it is important to outline a research desigƖ ƶȉ ̄fieldwork programme  ̅ahead of 

research (Harper 1998, 67), there is also a need to account for alterations during the 

fieldwork, due to the emergence of situated knowledges (Haraway 1988, Marcus & Saka 

2006, 101, Marcus 2013, 204). Multi-local research essentially pre-empts challenges of 

access and adaptations to place-nodes and localities, upholding these as significant 

knowledges in their own right (Marcus 2011, 17). And as shall be seen, these emerging 

aspects were inevitable in working with multi -local groups and inherent in my attempts to 

conduct collaborative research. 

This section has located the paradigmatic and methodological position of the research 

project and indicated how multi -local ethnography can make comment on the emergent 

Ɩ"Ⱥɔȉ± ƶí ̂ȡĜȺ±ȡ̃˱ a±íƶȉ± ±ʬǺŴ"ĜƖĜƖô Ċƶʞ ȺĊ± ȡĜȺ±ȡ were chosen in this study, I first discuss 

the theoretical implications of collaborative work in heritage research (with an 

ethnographic slant).  

4.2. Collaboration in Heritage & Ethnographic Research 

In Chapter Two, several examples of collaborative heritage management undertaken by 

local authorities or organisations were reviewed. In this section I focus further on how 

collaboration within a research context raises both ethical challenges and opportunities. 

At the onset of the Within the Walls Project, the collaborative pos sibilities of the research 

project were evident. But because the brief encouraged work with multiple groups, the 

notion of collaboration quickly became more complex and politicised. Research-based 

collaborative heritage projects (like local authority proje cts) are firmly situated within the 

contemporary ambitions of social endeavour. But unlike local authority projects, since 

2014 UK research is encapsulated by the Research Excellence Framework and impact 

agenda (Belfiore 2015, Hazelkorn 2015). Research must attend to different ways of 
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approaching collaboration, in order to demonstrate impact  and knowledge gain. 

Acknowledgement of a long, nebulous and interdisciplinary field of study must also be 

given. Collaborative researchers̚ whether focused on public service (such as health or 

other civic), business research, or emancipatory research in human rights̚ refer to 

collaborative models such as Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR), 

Participatory Action Research (PAR), and Co-production. These models stand as vanguards 

of collaborative practice between governmental, institutional, professional and community 

groups (Kemmis & McTaggart 2005, Stringer 2007, Bowen et al 2010, Verschuere et al 

2012, Mileski et al 2014, Ersoy 2017b, Evans & Picinni 2017). Bowen et al (2010) have 

demonstrated that such collaborative research has developed and expanded over the last 

two decades. Theorists advocating these models uphold knowledge and value creation as 

a group activity so that research becomes a process rather than simply about achieving 

outcomes or expected results (Bovaird & Loeffler 2012, 12). Sharing control and including 

a multiplicity of voices is also a means of protecting the ethical integrity and validity of the 

research from bias (Lincoln & Guba 2000, 180, Mason et al 2013, 169).  

Considering specifically heritage research (carried out through the university context), 

ethical concerns have been raised over:  

¶ the erosion of role and knowledge of the teacher/expert in heritage studies 

beyond the classroom (Hamilakis 2004); 

¶ researchers simply observing the unchecked activities of powerful, agenda-led 

communities̚i.e. not mediating (Crooke 2011, Perkin 2011, 116); 

¶ tokenistic (funded) outreach work by university institutions, where universities 

̂Ǻ"ȉ"lĊɔȺ± ĜƖ̃ ˷|ȉĜʘen by the urge for impact) and subsequently do not share their 

knowledge effectively (Perkin 2011, 115, National Co-ordinating Centre For Public 

Engagement 2013); 

¶ the difficulty in overcoming apathy within communities during university -led 

community excavations (and even prejudices held by students towards certain 

communities) (Neal & Roskams 2013); 

¶ and the overly reductive requirement to gather impact as metrics as opposed to 

more meaningful data after research is complete (Thelwall & Delgado 2015).  
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On th± ƶȺĊ±ȉ Ċ"Ɩ|ˮ ƌƶȉ± ǺƶȡĜȺĜʘ± "ȡȡ±ȉȺĜƶƖȡ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ " Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊˮ ƖƶȺ ƶƖŴʲ ̂íƶȉ̃ bɔȺ 

Ⱥƶ |Ĝíí±ȉĜƖô |±ôȉ±±ȡ ̂ʞĜȺĊ "Ɩ|˾ƶȉ bʲ̃ ȺĊ± ǺɔbŴĜlˮ ȡɔǺǺƶȉȺ˰  

¶ A recognition of complexity in community groups leading to the inclusion of 

multiplicity of values in heritag e management (Smith & Waterton 2011); 

¶ ȺĊ± "bĜŴĜȺʲ íƶȉ " ̂ĊɔƌbŴ±̃ ±ʬǺ±ȉȺ Ⱥƶ í"lĜŴĜȺ"Ⱥ± lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± "Ɩ| ±ƌǺƶʞ±ȉĜƖô ʞƶȉŦ 

ʞĜȺĊ lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ ĜƖ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô "Ɩ| Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ̂Ǻ"ȡȺȡ̃ ˷ǹ±ȉŦĜƖ 

2011, 115, Schofield 2013a, Wolferston 2013); 

¶ the social and economic gains to a community stemming from collaborative 

heritage research (Meskell 2010); 

¶ linking participation of heritage work to human flourishing (Schofield 2014);  

¶ and the ability to create more sustainable forms of collaboration for the futu re 

(National Co-ordinating Centre For Public Engagement 2013, Balestrini et al 2014).  

Essentially, the benefits and disadvantages to collaborative practice in heritage research 

projects forms a debate that should continue to be discussed and debated pragmatically 

(May 2014). Andˮ  ě ǺƶȡĜȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ±ȉ± Ĝȡ ŴĜŦ±Ŵʲ ̄Ɩƶ ȡĜŴʘ±ȉ bɔŴŴ±Ⱥ̅ (Graham 2014c) or magic 

method of heritage collaboration that will work across all cities.  

The challenges of collaboration in heritage research particularly impact those that follow 

ethnographic methods. With ethnography, the ethical position of researcher as either 

ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±| ̂ĜƖȡĜ|±ȉ̃ ƶȉ |ĜȡȺ"Ɩl±| ̂ƶɔȺȡĜ|±ȉ̃ Ċ"ȡ "ȉĜȡ±Ɩ "ȡ " lƶƌǺŴ±ʬ |±b"Ⱥ± ȡĜƖl± ȺĊ± ̞̦̤̝̃ȡ 

(Pierce Colfer 1976, Rabinow 1977, Headland et al 1990, Hammersley 1992, Heyl 2001, 

Pink 2007, Fetterman 2008, Ingold 2008a). On the one hand, an outsider position 

ǺȉĜƶȉĜȺĜȡ±ȡ ̄"ƖȺĊȉƶǺƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ȡȺȉ"Ɩô±Ɩ±ȡȡ̅ ƶȉ ±ʬ±ȉlĜȡ±ȡ ̄lʲƖĜl"Ŵ |Ĝȡ±ƖlĊ"ƖȺƌ±ƖȺ̅ ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ 

obtain usefully radical knowledge which can change practice (Latour & Woolgar 1986, 29, 

Bourdieu 1990, 15). From this stance, overly familiar relationships with participants within 

̂"ǺǺŴĜ±| Ǻȉ"lȺĜl±̃ "ȉ± "ȉôɔ±| Ⱥƶ Ǻȉƶ|ɔl± ȉ±ǺƶȉȺȡ ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± íȉƶƌ " Ǻ±ȉȡǺ±lȺĜʘ± ƶí 

̄ɔȉb"Ɩ± ȉƶƌ"ƖȺĜlĜȡƌ̅ ˷ĉ"ƌƌ±ȉȡŴ±ʲ ̞̦̦̟ˮ ̢̞˸˱ ƵƖ ȺĊ± ƶȺĊ±ȉ Ċ"Ɩ|ˮ ȡĜnce postmodernist 

|ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƶƖȡ ĜƖ ±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊĜl ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ |±±ƌ±| ĊĜôĊŴʲ ǺȉƶbŴ±ƌ"ȺĜl Ⱥƶ ƌ"ĜƖȺ"ĜƖ " ̄ʘĜ±ʞ 

íȉƶƌ ƖƶʞĊ±ȉ±̅ ˷ų"ʞ ̡̟̝̝ˮ ̥˸ ƶȉ Ⱥƶ lŴ"Ĝƌ " Ǻɔȉ± ǺƶȡĜȺĜʘĜȡȺ˾ƶbŞ±lȺĜʘ± ȡȺ"Ɩ|ǺƶĜƖȺ ˷Ȉ"bĜƖƶʞ 

1977, 151). In light of the discussions surrounding how far the written word can represent 

̂ȺȉɔȺĊ̃ ˷ó±±ȉȺˈ ̞̦̥̠ ̑ ̞̦̥̥ˮ Ȉ"bĜƖƶʞ ̡̞̦̥ˮ kŴĜííƶȉ| ̞̦̥̣ˮ ̞̦̦̝ ̑ ̟̝̝̦˸ˮ "Ɩ ƶɔȺȡĜ|±ȉ 
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position has been criticised for leading to the unethical presentation of participants in 

written work (Hickerson 1992, Xia 2011). The arguments for an insider position uphold 

±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊʲ̃ȡ ȡƶlĜ"Ŵ "Ɩ| ±ƌ"ƖlĜǺ"Ⱥƶȉʲ "bĜŴĜȺĜ±ȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ʘ"ȉĜƶɔȡ íȉ"ƌ±ʞƶȉŦȡ ƶí Ǻȉ"lȺĜl± 

(Haraway 1988, Foley & Valenzuela 2005, Lassiter 2005a & 2005b, Smith 2005, Tedlock 

2005). A pertinent example here, is the combination of applied and action ethnography 

during urban regeneration projects, which has offered insight into the complexity of local 

ŴĜí± "Ɩ| ±Ɩ"bŴ±| ȡǺ"l±ȡ íƶȉ ̄ĜƖlŴɔȡĜƶƖ"ȉʲ "ȉôɔƌ±ƖȺ"ȺĜƶƖ̅ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ǺŴ"ƖƖ±ȉˮ ǺƶŴĜlʲ ƌ"Ŧ±ȉȡ 

and communities (Maginn 2007; also Foster 1969, Green 2010, Huby et al 2011).  

However, considering the different stages of research projects (e.g. data-gathering then 

"Ɩ"ŴʲȡĜȡ˸ˮ ȺĊ± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ±ȉ̃ȡ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ Ĝȡ ƖƶȺ Ɩ±l±ȡȡ"ȉĜŴʲ íĜʬ±| bɔȺ " ̄|Ĝ"Ŵ±lȺĜl Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ̅ 

between outside and insider identities (Hickerson 1992, 187). As such collaboration 

b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ "Ɩ| Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ Ĝȡ Ɩ±ĜȺĊ±ȉ "Ɩ ̄±ĜȺĊ±ȉ˾ƶȉ ǺȉƶǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ̅ bɔȺ ƶƖ " 

̄lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± lƶƖȺĜƖɔɔƌ ȡǺ±lȺȉɔƌ̅ b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ȡȺ"ô±ȡ ƶí ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ ˷kƶʞ±ŴŴ-

kĊ"ƖȺĊ"ǺĊƶƖĊ ̑ ì±ȉôɔȡƶƖ ̟̝̝̥ˮ ̞̞˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ȡǺ±lȺȉɔƌ ̄Ċ"ȡ to be worked out in each context 

"Ɩ| ȺĊ± b"Ŵ"Ɩl± ʞĜŴŴ ƖƶȺ "Ŵʞ"ʲȡ b± ȺĊ± ȡ"ƌ±̅ ˷ǹʲbɔȉƖ ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̞̣̟˸ "Ɩ| íɔȉȺĊ±ȉƌƶȉ±ˮ 

lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ±ȉȡ ȡĊƶɔŴ| ̄Ⱥ±ƖȺ"ȺĜʘ±Ŵʲ "lĊĜ±ʘ± " ˹˲˺ ̂ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜʘ± ±ȅɔĜŴĜbȉĜɔƌ̃̅ Ⱥƶ ôɔĜ|± 

their ethical position (Wylie 2003, 12-13). Collaborative positions must bear in mind the 

distance between broader ethical standards (such as the Universal Declaration of Human 

ȈĜôĊȺȡ˸ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ±ƌ±ȉô±Ɩl± ƶí Ŵƶl"ŴĜȡ±| ±ȺĊĜlȡ ̂ƶƖ ȺĊ± ôȉƶɔƖ|̃ ˷Ƌ±ȡŦ±ŴŴ ̟̝̞̝ˮ ̡̥̞ˮ "Ŵȡƶ ȡ±± 

section 4.5). Essentially, I recognise that my insider/outsider position did develop at 

different stages of research (and see Roberts & Sanders 2005). Initially, my project was 

pre-calibrated to focus on the wider context of heritage values and to recommend 

collaborative approaches (see CDA framework Appendix A.i). Moreover, the project was 

assumed to be undertaken close to home (e.g. within the setting of the Council and at 

other locations in York) in order to investigate a particular set of practical issues (i.e. how 

to encourage more collaboration). Because of this closeness to home my ethnographic 

approach had the potential to be more insider with some groups then perhaps if I had 

been abroad (although I found varying outsiderness and insiderness in unexpected of 

situations). At the same ȺĜƌ±ˮ ƌʲ ̄̂ǺƶĜȡ±| Ǻ±ȉl±ǺȺĜƶƖ̃̅ ˷!ǺǺ±Ŵb"ɔƌ ̢̞̦̦ˮ ȅɔƶȺ±| ĜƖ ų"ʞ 

̡̟̝̝ˮ ̞̝˸ˮ |ȉ±ʞ íȉƶƌ ȺĊ±ƶȉ±ȺĜl"Ŵ ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺȡ "Ɩ| " ʞĜȡĊ Ⱥƶ ɔƖ|±ȉȺ"Ŧ± ̄ĜƖȺ±ȉ|ĜȡlĜǺŴĜƖ"ȉʲ "Ɩ| 

ƌɔŴȺĜƌ±ȺĊƶ|̅ "ǺǺȉƶ"lĊ±ȡ íƶȉ ȉ±"ȡƶƖȡ ƶí ĜƖȺ±ŴŴ±lȺɔ"Ŵ ȉĜôƶɔȉ ˷{"ʘĜ±ȡ ̟̝̝̞ˮ ̣̝˸˱ ȹĊ±ȉ±íƶȉ±ˮ 
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my analytical workings at the latter stage of the project distanced me from all my 

participants (although subsequently I have remained actively in touch or acquainted with 

several participants across my sample groups). Ultim"Ⱥ±Ŵʲˮ ó±ƶȉô± °˱ Ƌ"ȉlɔȡ̃ȡ Ⱥ±ȉƌ 

c̄omplicity  ̅is a highly relevant for this research design; this represents the active 

ethnographer working in and observing the world with non -researchers, across multi-local 

settiƖôȡ ˷̞̦̦̤˸˱ ĉ± "ȉôɔ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ̄figure of complicity  ̅(the researcher) must enter into 

the íĜ±Ŵ|ˮ ȡĊ"ȉĜƖô ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ƶɔȺȡĜ|± Ǻ±ȉȡǺ±lȺĜʘ± ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ̂Ċ±ȉ±̃ ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ lƶƖȺ±ʬȺȡ ˷̦̣˸˱ !ííĜƖĜȺʲ Ĝȡ 

"lĊĜ±ʘ±| b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ȺĊ± ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ±ȉ "Ɩ| ̂ȡɔbŞ±lȺȡ̃ˮ b±l"ɔȡ± bƶȺĊ "ȉ± ȡ±ƖȡĜȺĜʘ± "Ɩ| lɔȉĜƶɔȡ Ⱥƶ 

the uncovering of connections between the elsewhere and the here (97 & 100). Marcus 

ǺƶĜƖȺȡ ƶɔȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ˰ ̄ƌƶȡȺ "ƖȺĊȉƶǺƶŴƶôĜȡȺȡ Ċ"ʘ± "Ŵʞ"ʲȡ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺƶƶ| ȺĊ±ƌȡ±Ŵʘ±ȡ "ȡ b±ĜƖô bƶȺĊ 

ĜƖȡĜ|± "Ɩ| ƶɔȺȡĜ|± ȺĊ± ȡĜȺ±ȡ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ ȺĊ±ʲ Ċ"ʘ± b±±Ɩ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺ ƶbȡ±ȉʘ±ȉ̅ ˷̦̤˯ "Ŵȡƶ ų"ʞ 

̡̟̝̝ˮ ̞̝̥˸˱ Ƌƶȉ±ƶʘ±ȉˮ ě "Ŵȡƶ "ôȉ±± ʞĜȺĊ ŝ""ȉȡƌ"̃ȡ ȉ±ȡǺƶƖȡ± ˷̢̟̝̝ˮ ̦̥˸ Ⱥƶ ų"ȡȡĜȺ±ȉ̃ȡ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ 

˷̢̟̝̝b˸ ʞĊ±ȉ±ĜƖ ȺĊ± íƶȉƌ±ȉ ʞ"ȉƖȡ "ô"ĜƖȡȺ ĜôƖƶȉĜƖô ȺĊ± ʞ±ĜôĊȺ ƶí Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ ƶʞƖ 

intentions outside of the research framework and how these intentions impact the 

circumstances that lead to collaboration (in addition to the setti ngs in which these occur). 

!Ⱥ ȺĊ± ȡ"ƌ± ȺĜƌ±ˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ "Ŵȡƶ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺ Ⱥƶ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȡ± ˷"ȡ Ĝȡ ų"ȡȡĜȺ±ȉ̃ȡ íƶlɔȡ˸ ȺĊ± ĜƌǺ"lȺ ƶí 

power relations within research. 

ěƖ|±±|ˮ ȺĊ± ±ȺĊĜlȡ ƶí ±Ɩô"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ˷{ƶʞƖ±ʲ ̟̝̝̦˸ˮ ̄ȉ±lĜǺȉƶlĜȺʲ̅ ˷ì"ŴˈƶƖ ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̞˸ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± 

social differences inherent within heritage management must be acknowledged. For 

instance, with Ƌ"ôĜƖƖ̃ȡ ˷̟̝̝̤˸ ȡȺɔ|ʲˮ ĜȺ Ĝȡ lŴ±"ȉ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ĜƖ b±ĜƖô íɔƖ|±| bʲ "Ɩ ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖˮ 

access to community groups can prove difficult due to mistrust through affiliation to a 

governing body (38). In my experience, as a result of being associated with the City of York 

Council through funding, both my access and relationship to multiple groups or 

individuals caused barriers. For example, at one point a male Red Tower co-worker joked 

that I was " ̂ĊƶƖ±ʲȺȉ"Ǻ̃ ʞĊ±Ɩ ʞ±"ȉĜƖô ƌʲ kʱk ȡȺ"íí Ŵ"Ɩʲ"ȉ| "Ɩ| "ll±ȡȡ l"ȉ|˱ ȹĊĜȡ ˷"Ŵȡƶ 

gendered) response was pertinent because he had exclaimed against CYC staff on a 

previous occasion but it should be noted that we established a working relationship 

thereafter̚such barriers are not static. Essentially, my own and others positions shifted 

within different circumstances of the multi -local settings in which we moved (Enguix 2012): 

this became apparent particularly after the York boxing day floods where I undertook to 

set the Red Tower up as a distribution point for supplies and information (see Red Tower 
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Diaries Appendix D.ii). Reflexivity across the multi-local is therefore an ethically pertinent 

task to understanding how knowledge generation is premised and carried ou t before, 

during and after fieldwork (Davies 2001, Law 2004, 152-3, Roberts & Sanders 2005, Pink 

2007, 23, Thomas 2013, 144). Therefore a complicit ethnographer̚a participating 

observer working in and observing the field̚ƌɔȡȺ |±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"Ⱥ± ȺĊ± ɔȡ± ƶí ̄̂ʘĜôĜŴant 

ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ȡ̃̅ ʞĊĜlĊ ĜƖ ƌʲ l"ȡ± ƶllɔȉȉ±| ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜʘ± íĜ±Ŵ|ƖƶȺ±ȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± lȉ±"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí 

visual media (Wiles et al 2008, 24).  

A small reminder must be made as to the use of media to aid collaborative research, 

before moving on to discuss the selection of  the sites. As discussed in Chapter Two both 

media and public archaeology theorists continue to advocate the ability for 

communicative tools to cater for ȺĊ± ̄ƌ±ȡȡĜƖ±ȡȡ̅ of multiplicity and to create forms of 

collaboration, whilst remaining critical of it "bĜŴĜȺĜ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ̂|ĜȡȺȉĜbɔȺ± ȡ±Ɩȡ±̃ ˷°ʘ"Ɩȡ ̑ ǹĜllĜƖĜ 

2017, 118). Recalling that which was discussed there and the warnings of Gallagher and 

Freeman (2011), two points can be made. Firstly, communicative tools and technology do 

not provide a master-key for collaboration, we must critically approach the premise of 

media as an engagement tool. Secondly, critical attention should be paid to the dynamic 

ways that collaboration between different people manifests, taking note in these instances 

how, when and where visual or other forms of media are present. More on this will be 

discussed throughout the chapter. 

And so, at this point I have already touched on some reflection of my complicit 

ethnographic position within different settings and times in York. The specific steps in 

selecting the localities for study and the generation of the research questions are now 

discussed.  

4.3. Locating ôlocalitiesõ & developing the research 

questions 

The multi -local ethnographic approach within the city is a strong model for this pro ject. 

Following the brief of the Within the Walls project ̚which put forward York as a 

laboratory for best practice̚place-nodes (centres or buildings) situated within localities 

were sought at an early stage of the project and were selected in the following  way. 

During the initial conceptual stages of research, I familiarised myself with York through an 
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ēxploratory period  ̅(Weißköppel 2009, 254): this included walking around the city (as far 

as Osbaldwick and Nether Poppleton) and undertaking twenty informa l conversations with 

local heritage practitioners, local society leaders, and academics in the field (see Appendix 

iv). Thus, I learnt of many different activities in York, stemming from different heritage 

place-nodes (e.g. York Minster, the Bar Convent). Meeting with numerous heritage groups 

ě b±l"ƌ± ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ "ƖʬĜƶɔȡ˰ |±Ⱥ±ȉƌĜƖĜƖô Ċƶʞ ƌ"Ɩʲ ̂ǺŴ"l±-Ɩƶ|±ȡ̃ "Ɩ| ̂Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ Ⱥƶ 

incorporate is difficult as a researcher has to balance the urge to include as much data as 

possible against viable objectives (Weißköppel 2009, 253). So, a purposive sampling 

technique, utilised in case study research, was adopted to narrow my focus (Bryman 2012, 

416-18). In considering the theoretical position, it was meaningful to narrow the focus to 

selection which demonstrated relevance to the following criteria;  

1. A locality which intersects with the historic environment in York within which 

different groups are dwelling, working in, moving through, or otherwise creating 

pathways, 

2. A heritage place-node where collaborative activities occur, which may impact an 

associated locality, 

3. A heritage place-node where different communication of activities by people 

about the locality occur, 

4. Potential for further inclusion and collaborative work via research. 

ȹĊɔȡˮ ȺĊ±ȡ± íƶȉƌ±| "ȡ ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"ƖȺ ̂ǺȉĜƶȉĜȺĜȡ±| lȉĜȺ±ȉĜ"̃ ˷ť±ƖƖ±|ʲ ̟̝̝̣˸ ʞĊĜlĊ Ċ±ŴǺ±| íĜŴȺ±ȉ ȺĊ± 

possible localities for study. My final selection emerged from connections established 

through the Within the Walls Project CDA and increased understanding on how heritage 

asset transfers were important to Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ȉ±"ȡ˱ ȹĊɔȡˮ ȺĊ± ȡ±Ŵ±lȺĜƶƖ ȉ±ȡɔŴȺ±| ĜƖ ̄ƶǺǺƶȉȺɔƖĜȡȺĜl̅ 

sample (Roberts & Sanders 2005, 297, Jupp 2006, Bryman 2012, 414-415), a type of 

sampling I deem highly complementary to the emerging contours of multi -local research.  

The first place -node  was early on identified  as a direct consequence of the CDA 

studentship, although research began some months after fieldwork on the second place-

node had commenced (and certain fieldwork techniques had been tested). I was offered a 

placement at the City of York Council (CYC) West Offices̚ a Grade Two Listed building, 

Ǻȉ±ʘĜƶɔȡŴʲ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȉ"ĜŴʞ"ʲ ȡȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ˷̡̞̥̝-41) and thereafter a hotel until its restoration as the 
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West Offices in 2013 (HE 2017e) (previously the CYC were based at St Leonards Place). I 

decided to use the placement opportunity to consider how different practices within 

council management could foster collaboration between community organisations 

working of heritage projects (honing strong relevance to the third criteria). I was also 

interested to compare the way that different visions for place fitted together within the 

practices of the Local Authority. The selection was also considerably weighted by the fact 

that the West Offices are the offices of the local authority (arguably, as one specific place-

node which extends onto all other localities within the CYC boundary).  

 

Figure 8˱ kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ kƶɔƖlĜŴ̃ȡ ʝ±ȡȺ ƵííĜl±ȡ ̓ ĉ"ȉȉĜȡƶƖ ˷̟̝̞̤˸˱ 

The choice of the second place -node also came about during the early exploratory period 

of th± ǺȉƶŞ±lȺ˱ ȹĊȉƶɔôĊ " ô"Ⱥ±Ŧ±±Ǻ±ȉ "Ⱥ ȺĊ± lƶɔƖlĜŴ ě ʞ"ȡ ĜƖȺȉƶ|ɔl±| Ⱥƶ " ̂ôȉ±±Ɩ˾Ŵƶl"Ŵ 

"lȺĜʘĜȡȺ̃ ôȉƶɔǺ ŦƖƶʞƖ "ȡ ȹĊ± ěƖlȉ±|ĜbŴ± Ƌƶʘ±ƌ±ƖȺ ˷ȹěƋ˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ôȉƶɔǺ ǺȉƶǺƶȡ±| " ǺȉƶŞ±lȺ Ⱥƶ 

take the Red Tower, adjoined to the City Walls, into the hands of the community seeking 

to turn it into a community café through negotiating a Long Lease Asset Transfer from the 

Council. I chose this place-node because I was able to collaborate directly with the 

volunteers and because of the complex way the Red Tower is connected to the Foss 

Islands, Walmgate and Navigation Road localities. The tower was built in 1490 AD and is 

situated on the north -±"ȡȺ ȡĜ|± ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ƌ±|Ĝ±ʘ"Ŵ kĜȺʲ ʝ"ŴŴȡ˱ ěȺ Ĝȡ Ǻ"ȉ"ŴŴ±Ŵ Ⱥƶ " bɔȡʲ ȉĜƖô 

road. The council housing to the south of the Red Tower are home to a mixture of 

permanent residents and transitory students. The premise of tracking the initial stages of a 

heritage asset transfer, towards vision creation, in such a complicated area of different 
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thoroughfares and pathways rendered the Red Tower a compelling project which met all 

four of the prioritised criteria.  

 

Figure 9. The Red Tower © Hatton (2009) 

After becoming more curious of the i mpact of CATs to localities (through the being 

involved in the Red Tower project), two other Heritage Asset Transfers, Tithe Barn, 

Poppleton and Holgate Windmill, were selected as the third and fourth place -nodes  

(Holgate and Poppleton formed as comparative localities). This selection again was 

opportunistic: several key contacts were approached from connections through the Red 

Tower and the CDA framework, but only two York-based asset transfer projects were 

responsive to my invitation (the two others sought were still active ĜƖ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ̂b±lƶƌĜƖỗ 

stage). Both these asset projects had already completed their transfers and restorations 

(realised their visions) over a decade ago. However, I decided that the becoming period of 

these asset transfers would be important to compare to the Red Tower, in order to 

similarly compare how visions had emerged, who had been involved and in what context 

(and thereafter examine the impact on localities). However, because their becoming 

periods took place in the past, the data formed as accounts or the previous action and the 

ethnographic dynamic became somewhat stretched: the impact on the data collection on 

analysis and interpretation is noted upon further in this chapter (section 4.6.).  
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Figure 10. Image of the Tithe Barn, by author (2017).

 

Figure 11. Holgate Windmill ©  HWPS 2012. 

Due to my involvement with the Red Tower project from the start of its conception , and a 

wish to fully grasp fieldnote techniques before starting at the West Offices , the sequence 

of the research into these different place-nodes was as follows:  
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Figure 12. Sequence of fieldwork and research with case studies (place-nodes). 

Notably, the layout of the chapters does not follow the fieldwork sequence chronologically 

but is instead scaled to reflect the narrowing of focus o n the localities of York (getting 

closer to the city walls) as is theoretically pertinent to th e research. The scaled approach 

inwards also highlights the increasing level of detail captured in the data about specific 

place-nodes, with the Red Tower ethnography capturing the most  qualitative detail about 

mine and my participants interaction  with place. A review on the balance of the fieldwork 

is given in the conclusion chapter. 

 

Figure 13˱ ȹĊ± lĊ"ǺȺ±ȉ ȡ±ȅɔ±Ɩl± íƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô " ̂ˈƶƶƌĜƖỗ movement into the centre of York and heightening of 

qualitative detail. 

Red Tower Fieldwork

October 2014-Sept 2016

24months

CYC Fieldwork

July 2015-December 2015

6months

Heritage Asset 
Transfers Research

Sept 2016-March 2017

6months

Chapter 5-West 
Offices

York-wide locality.

Chapter 6-Heritage 
Asset Transfers 

York localities beyond 
city walls.  

Chapter 7-Red Tower

York localities 
proximate to city 

walls.
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During fieldwork, t he identification of participants within each place-nodes initially formed 

into the following groups who were associated with the place -nodes or localities in 

different ways: 

Table 6. Identification of participants across place-nodes 

PLACE-NODE ASSOCIATED LOCALITY PARTICIPANTS 

CYC West Offices ̂kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ --Various practitioners 

within the West Offices 

Tithe Barn & Holgate 

Windmill  

Poppleton & Holgate 

respectively 

--Trustees of the two 

projects (proximate to 

localities) 

Red Tower Navigation Road, 

Walmgate & Foss Islands 

--Supporters (volunteer 

team) 

--Students (proximate to 

localities) 

--Residents (proximate to 

localities) 

--Wallwalkers (temporarily 

proximate to localities) 

 

 

In both theory chapters, social differences, affluence and capability are raised as 

potentially impacting collaboration enacted in places. In order to give an account of 

̂"ííŴɔ±Ɩl±̃ ˷ʘĜ"ˮ ĜƖʘ±ȉȡ±Ŵʲˮ ĜƖ|±ʬ±ȡ ƶí |±ǺȉĜʘation) associated with locality, statistics from 

ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ʞ"ȉ| ǺȉƶíĜŴ±ȡ Ċ"ʘ± b±±Ɩ lĜȺ±| "Ɩ| ƶȺĊ±ȉ ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"ƖȺ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ Ĝȡ ôĜʘ±Ɩ ĜƖ ȺĊ± 

contexts of place-ȡĊ"ǺĜƖô íƶȉ ±"lĊ lĊ"ǺȺ±ȉ ˷ȡ±± ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ ̡˱̡˱ b±Ŵƶʞ˸˱ ǹ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ l"Ǻ"bĜŴĜȺʲ 

and any other social differences are documented in fieldnotes and within reflections on 

the analysis (and not via statistics). Differences include the dwelling status of participants 

and any available description of backgrounds. I found this method allows more ability to 

reflect on th± ̄misrecognition̅ ƶí ȡ"ƌǺŴ± ôȉƶɔǺȡ (Smith & Waterton 2011) and how an 

array of differences (poor/rich/mobile/resident) were enacted or overcome in real -time 

and in place. Notably, the whole sample was white and English̚ several Polish and Asian 

people were interacted with in the Walmgate area, but interaction with them was not 

substantial. This was as a result of opportunistic selection in specific place-nodes in York 

(e.g. the population of York overall is predominantly White British) (CYC 2017c). The mix of 

genders (I worked with slightly more women) were also of varying ages ranging from 
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around 18 to 80 (but specific ages or genders were not inquired of). The size of sample for 

groups at each place-node was an ambiguous notion to deliver at the early stage of place-

node selection, as with the multi-local, the opportunistic sampling method became the 

operative means of recruitment (however numbers in terms of interviews are 

acknowledged further below, whilst a quantitative amount of interactions  are discussed in 

the data chapters). 

Before these methods are outlined, I first need to attend to the functional formation of the 

research questions. Here again is the crux of the inquiry:  

How do heritage value-actions compare for different groups working towards 

visions in the city context?  

Through comparison, can one make recommendations of best practice for 

collaboration between groups? 

These main research questions were deconstructed into different analytical aims, although 

the wording took some time to solidify . They eventually formed as Place-Node Research 

Questions and the Comparative Research Questions: 

Place-Node Research Questions:  

1. What heritage value-actions can be identified at the place-node? 

2. How do value-"lȺĜƶƖȡ lƶȉȉ±ȡǺƶƖ| Ⱥƶ "Ɩʲ Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíĜ±| ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ̃ ƶí the place-node? 

3. If there are challenges & contrasting value-actions, what are these? 

4. What is the relationship between the place-node, and 

i. local collaboration and 

ii. other forms of engagement? 

5. Overall, what is the relationship between the place-node and associated localities? 

 

The Comparative Research Questions:  

6. What are the noticeable differences and similarities in the value-action processes 

between the place-nodes? 
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7. In light of the above question, what recommendations can be made for further 

collaborative heritage work between local authorities and community groups ? 

Essentially what I aim to achieve with these questions is an understanding of the 

differences between, on the one hand, a local authority dealing with official definitions of 

heritage and on the other, smaller community -group led centres working with 

contradictory unofficial definiti ons of heritage within smaller remits. Comparing the 

practices of local authorities to that of community organisations is necessary in the 

localism clime (where responsibilities for heritage management are being shared) in order 

to see how dialectical relationships can be established, not only between council and 

active community organisations, but community  organisations and more general 

community groups  in places. I want to compare how the scale (literally size) of place-

nodes impacts upon the level and quality of collaboration in heritage activities in local 

areas. In acknowledging the differences between the place-nodes and their operations 

(their pathway making), I am leaving space for recommendations of best practice being 

made, recommendations which may consider ethical movements towards the sharing of 

responsibility of the historic environment  in cities. TĊ± ̂Place-Node Ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖȡ̃ "ȉ± 

discussed within the data chapters corresponding to each place-node, whilst the 

̂kƶƌǺ"ȉ"ȺĜʘ± Ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖȡ̃ "ȉ± |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ± ƶʘ±ȉ"ŴŴ "Ɩ"ŴʲȺĜl"Ŵ kĊ"ǺȺ±ȉ °ĜôĊȺ˱  

Hence, this section has detailed the selection of localities, the selection of participants and 

the functional version of the research questions. At this point I now explain how a mixed 

methods approach was undertaken at different localities. I also explain the reasoning 

behind adapting certain methods to differing situations with multi -local groups. 

4.4 Data Gathering in York 

The exploratory period  also gave me the chance to consult with key contacts ahead of 

fieldwork and from this experience I formed a research-design which fitted my theoretical 

objectives. Below I lay out the initial methodology which was submitte d and approved by 

the Arts and Humanities Ethic Committee based at the University of York, alongside my 

comments on how these methods had to differ  across localities. 
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4.4.1 Fieldnotes & Visual Media Collections: 

Fieldnotes and Visual Media Collections feed into the Place-Node RQs 1-5.   

STEPS:  

1. Enter the locality of study (CYC placement, Red Tower Team Activities, or Pre-2011 

ĉ!ǹȡ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ Ċƶƌ±˸˯ 

2. ǹ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"Ⱥ± ĜƖ "Ɩ| ƶbȡ±ȉʘ± Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ "lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ ˷Ĝ˱±˱ ǺŴ"l±ƌ±ƖȺ ʞƶȉŦˮ ±ʘ±ƖȺ 

planning, or other discussions) 

3. Take photographs during activities and collect any present visual media; 

4. Write jottings;  

5. Take descriptive notes after activities̚ consciously focusing in on steps 1-4; 

6. Share fieldnotes and photographs with groups and discuss; 

7. Reflect on any research interviews that had been undertaken during fieldwork.  

Essentially, my ethnographic work has three basic elements: my collaboration in activities, 

participant observation and fieldnote writing. A brief discussion on fieldnote taking here. 

As Clifford (1990) suggests, fieldnotes can be compiled of three ingredients : inscription, 

description and transcription ˷̢̥˸ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ "Ŵȡƶ ±ȅɔ"Ⱥ± Ⱥƶ ̄ŞƶȺȺĜƖôȡ̅ˮ ̄ʞȉĜȺĜƖô-ɔǺ̅ and 

coding analysis (Emerson et al 1995, 19, 39 & 142). In participating with groups at Red 

Tower and the CYC localities, I would afterwards (no moȉ± ȺĊ"Ɩ Ⱥʞƶ Ċƶɔȉȡ Ŵ"Ⱥ±ȉ˸ ʞȉĜȺ± ̂ȉ"ʞ̃ 

jottings in my fieldwork journal (via my laptop, either in cafes or other spaces away from 

my participants). At the end of the day, these became fleshed out written descriptions of 

the activities, which included details of who did or said what, when, how, how many, and 

ȺĊ± ȡ±ȺȺĜƖô˱ ƕƶȺ"bŴʲˮ ̄ȺĊĜlŦ |±ȡlȉĜǺȺĜƶƖ̅ ƶí b±Ċ"ʘĜƶɔȉ "Ɩ| |±ȡlȉĜǺȺĜʘ± |±Ⱥ"ĜŴ ʞ±ȉ± ô"ȺĊ±ȉ±| 

(Geertz 1983, Emerson et al 1995, xiii); I found myself focusinô ƶƖ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ ƖƶƖ-verbal 

gestures (e.g. pointing or looking intently), and this I later found to help identify 

motivations beyond words. I also accounted for where disagreements arose whilst making 

explicit my positionality within discussions or activities . Eventually̚ before the end of the 

project̚these notes were shared with participants on a protected web site specifically 

set-up in order to enable participants to discuss the notes confidentially.  

In terms of collaborative activities, fieldwork at the Red Tower was highly productive, due 

to my high involvement within the Red Tower project between October 2014 -September 



126 

 

2016. I collaborated with supporter participants and took part in the shaping of the asset 

project. This involvement increased when I became a paid consultant for the project 

during a prefeasibility stage between November 2015-March 2016̚during this stage my 

insider role was highly complicit and practice-based (see section 4.5. for further ethical 

reflection on this role change). In this role, I took part in setting up events, leading 

community engagement strategies and contacting businesses and organisations in the 

local area to seek their potential interest in the building. This resulted in my creating (for 

the prefeasibility write -up) a consultancy report (which details various ways myself and the 

team had sought York residents̃  Ĝ|±"ȡ ȉ±ô"ȉ|ĜƖô ȺĊ± Ⱥƶʞ±ȉ̃ȡ íɔȺɔȉ±ˮ ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô " í±±|b"lŦ 

form technique which I had designed with team members) and an interpretation report. 

This period also resulted in a deluge of fieldnotes detailing my collaboration  with Red 

Tower supporters or other groups. Notably, this highly involved role gave insight into how 

the other sample groups (the local residents, Wallwalkers and the student community) 

interacted within the Red Tower and the surrounding localities. Indeed, my initial intention 

to utilise the Red Tower as an epicentre for inquiry to attract the other sample groups 

(particularly residents) became problematic mainly due to apathy in the local community 

(although this was not always the case: some key contacts were established.) And as part 

of my fieldnote taking during this time and thereafter, I was able to reflect on the reasons 

behind either apathetic or collaborative behaviour (and the spaces in between). 

In contrast, the West Offices posed different challenges for fieldnote taking. At start of the 

council placement (lasting fiv± ƌƶƖȺĊȡ "ƌƶƖô ȺĊ± {Ƞk{ Ⱥ±"ƌ̃ȡ ĊƶȺ-desks in the West 

Offices) it became apparent I could not participate as an active collaborator in the same 

way as at Red Tower, for several reasons. Firstly, the participants were involved in different 

bureaucratic practices ranging from transport to community management. In -depth 

involvement in activities required training and sustained focus, and this was not possible in 

the five-month time -frame. Secondly, despite contacting participants, my request to 

observe or shadow practitioners sat at their desks or when busy with colleagues was not 

taken up, and indeed I also felt this action would fut ile and invasive (without deeper 

knowledge of their activities gained over time). Lastly, when I was invited to meetings by 

participants, I realised gaining informed consent became problematic in large groups (for 

example, at Neighbourhood Planning meeting s or consultations regarding the Local 
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Plan̚ see section 4.5 for the informed consent process). It was challenge to be an 

observer researcher in that space due to the open-plan hot-desks set-up (which allowed 

ʘĜ±ʞĜƖô ĜƖȺƶ ƌɔŴȺĜǺŴ± Ǻȉ"lȺĜȺĜƶƖ±ȉȡ̃ ʞƶȉŦĜƖô ±Ɩʘironments) which again was in 

contradiction with the informed consent process. I was also told by my gatekeeper not to 

include the conservation staff in my research, due to their busy workloads, thus 

highlighting a major access issue. (All these issues are discussed at length in fieldnotes in 

Appendices A.viii and B.ii). Working around these issues, it became more viable for me to 

engage in interviewing and then to undertake my own separate tasks as part of the 

placement (which resulted in two reports on th e HER and City Walls). Indeed, some of the 

most yielding fieldnotes emerged out of discussions with the heritage and archaeological 

staff about these reports. 

With the Pre-2011 asset transfers, a different category of fieldnote -taking, that of 

retrospection, took place. The research with the Pre-2011 asset transfers took place after 

Red Tower fieldwork had finished and having gathered many thousands of fieldnotes with 

the latter (see 4.6.3) I decided to ask the trustees of Holgate Windmill and Tithe Barn to 

condense their asset transfer project (in some cases spanning over ten years) into several 

̂Ŧ±ʲ ƌƶƌ±ƖȺȡ̃ in order to create a timeline of the project ( comparable to the key 

moments that were being identified within  the Red Tower data). I also asked them about 

the connection between the asset and the locality and whether this had changed over 

time (as a result of the asset transfer). The discussion of the timeline and other insights 

took place in their homes during two meetings with each trustee  or via email using notes 

and annotations (see Appendix Ci-iii & Cvi-viii). These retrospective notes were repeatedly 

emailed to the trustees for further editing and thus formed a collaborative activity which 

had not been achieved with others. Thus, solely steps 1,3,4, and 6 of fieldwork were 

undertaken and the retrospective nature of these fieldnotes, as co-produced accounts of 

action rather than my perception of actions, stretched the ethnographic aspect of the 

study. However, these notes feel less like interviews as they do not fit the topic schedules 

given below; they remain classified as retrospective fieldnotes as they account mostly for 

activities. This data was nonetheless very useful in understanding further  the stages that 

CATs go through in order to succeed  and the different impact s they have on localities 

(particularly in different areas of affluence within York).  
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In addition to taking fieldn otes, I also took photographs of  and within all the place-nodes, 

and, if possible, of participants as a way of documenȺĜƖô ôȉƶɔǺȡ̃ "lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ˱ This media-

collection included media that was already in existence in places (e.g. posters and leaflets) 

and that which was produced by others. Both the taking of photographs and discovery of 

media occurred differently in each place-node. Within the West Offices, due to the nature 

of the ethnography described above, I found it hard to take photographs of participants in 

the hot -desk and open plan context (gaining consent was a challenge). Moreover, as I was 

not directly collaboratin g with participants on any projects , there were no group activities 

to document . Photographs were taken of people-less vistas to indicate the context of the 

workplace. Existing media was everywhere in the West Offices, but I paid special attention 

to that which participants had shown something to me or later if I had found it to be 

particularly important to the  thematic discussion which structured the chapter (e.g. images 

that contextualised locality). With the two Pre-2011 heritage asset transfers as they were 

Ɩƶ ̂ôȉƶɔǺ̃ "lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ ĜƖ "Ɩ ±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊĜl ȡ±Ɩȡ±ˮ so again, images of the place-nodes were 

taken to give a sense of context and media was selected if it was shown to me or deemed 

relevant to the thematic discussion. At the Red Tower many images were taken in context 

of the place-node with groups of people and of the posters or other media produced. 

Supporters of the Red Tower were active in taking photographs themselves and uploading 

them onto their social media pages, particularly Facebook, an aspect which I had not 

factored into my research design (I later invited my Red Tower supporters to send me their 

favourite photographs).  In all place-nodes and where possible, I aimed to document the 

̂ʘ±ŴƶlĜȺʲ̃ of this media by tracking the way it moves within con texts. This aim made me 

highly susceptible to the overwhelming  ̄|"ˈˈŴ±̅ of data (Law 2004, 9) and such analysis 

was unfeasible for a lone, collaborating researcher (who was also writing  placement 

reports and setting up events). The effectiveness of tracking the velocity of  photographs 

and media is discussed in the analysis of media (see section 4.6.4 below.) 

I now move onto the next method, that of interviewing.  

4.4.2 Ethnographic Interviewing (Individual & Group): 

Ethnographic interviewing (individual & gr oup) feeds into the Place-Node RQs 1-5. 

STEPS: 
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1. Enter the field (documented through fieldnotes)  

2. Recruit key participant(s) through participatory activities; 

3. Inform participant(s) of project details and activity through verbal explanation 

(offer information sheet provided); 

4. Gain verbal consent, and determine whether audio-recording is possible; 

5. Undertake interview; 

6. Finish interview, inform participant(s) of necessary follow ups; 

7. Undertake transcript, organise digital photographs and carry out theoretical 

dialogue; 

8. Send transcript to the participant(s). 

This method enabled me to engage in direct dialogues with individual or groups of 

participants and focusing on specific questions. In terms of recruitment, I had aimed to 

undertake to up to 40 interviews across the whole project, with 6 individual interviews and 

at least 2 group interviews being undertaken within each sample group. These numbers 

are selected following the arguments of Mason (2010) concerning the numbers of 

ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞȡ Ɩ±±|±| Ⱥƶ ȉ±"lĊ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ ̂ȡ"Ⱥɔȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ǺƶĜƖȺ̃ ĜƖ "Ɩ"ŴʲȡĜȡ ˷̢˯ "Ŵȡƶ ƕƶȉȺƶƖ ̢̟̝̞˸˱ 

I was successful in carrying out thirty-three interviews in total (see table seven). Time of 

course was also a major factor as were the relationships with and access to participants. 

Table 7. Numbers of interviews across place-nodes 

PLACE-NODE Participant type  Number of Interviews  

CYC West Offices Various practitioners 9 individual interviews 

including 1 group interview 

(of 5 participants) 

Tithe Barn & Holgate 

Windmill  

Trustees of the two projects  No recorded interviews; co-

produced fieldnotes and 

noted conversations were 

created instead (see page 

127). 

Red Tower Supporters (volunteer team 

 

 

 

Students 

 

Residents 

 

9 individual interviews 

including 1 group interview 

(of 3 participants) 

 

No interviews 

 

6 individual interviews (no 

group interview)  
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Wallwalkers 

 

2 x group interviews (6 

participants in total)  

 

Interviews took place with the convenience of the interviewees in mind, often in qui et 

l"í±ȡˮ ƶííĜl±ȡ ƶȉ ƶȺĊ±ȉʞĜȡ± ̄ĜƖ ȡĜȺɔ̃̅ ˷Schofield 2013b). Thus, in situ moved according to 

group. Two Wallwalker group interviews occurred outside the Red Tower because these 

people were typically making use of a thoroughfare and thus catching them as they 

walked past the Red Tower was the quickest way to interview them. I have reflected on 

this in situ impact in the data chapters. Unfortunatel y, interviews with students was not 

successful. Despite standing outside the student accommodation in April 2016 and 

managing to complete six recorded conversations with students leaving and entering the 

buildings, my topic schedule did not suit their interaction with the area because those who 

stopped to talk did not know much about the surrounding area nor were aware of the 

names of areas. This lack of insight impacted their views on the Walmgate and Navigation 

Road locality and I could not adapt the topic schedule (see below) to suit their interaction 

with place adequately.  

The topic schedule for individual interviews with Residents, Council Practitioners, 

Wallwalkers and Red Tower Supporters was semi-structured (Schensul, Schensul & 

leCompte 1999, 149, Davies 2001, 94-̢̦˸˱ Ƌʲ ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖȡ ĜƖlŴɔ|±| " ̄b"ôô"ô± ƶí lƶƖl±ȉƖȡ̅ 

˷ĉ"ȉǺ±ȉ ̞̦̦̥ˮ ̤̥˸ "Ɩ| ̄ȺƶǺĜlȡ̅ ě ʞĜȡĊ±| Ⱥƶ ĜƖʘ±ȡȺĜô"Ⱥ± ˷{"ʘĜ±ȡ ̟̝̝̞ˮ ̡̦˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ĜƖlŴɔ|±| 

discussing the roles of the participants and asking about their desires, aspirations, 

intentions (positive movements) or concerns (negative aversion) which were gathered in 

order to underpin the motivations behind value-actions, drawing from the theoretica l 

concepts highlighted in chapters two and three (see topic schedule in Appendix A.ii). 

During interviews, an interactive dialogue was upheld by giving my own views on subject 

matters (these were highlighted): in doing this, the interviews formed as constructive 

processes or dyadic interaction and participants were noticeably able to identify their own 

positions, separate from mine (Davies 2001, 111, Palmer 2009, 131). Indeed, in some 

ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞȡ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "Ɩ| "Ŵȡƶ ȺĊ± ʞƶȉ| ̂ʘ"Ŵɔ± ̃came to fore (see 

a±ȺȺʲ "Ɩ| ƋĜŦ±̃ȡ ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞȡ˸˱ Whilst I acknowledged participants attribute d other 



131 

 

meanings to words, my role during interviews was never to bring my participants onto the 

̂ȡ"ƌ± Ǻ"ô±̃ as myself (although some similarities and viewpoints were discussed). Such 

conversations would lead us into the discussions of chapter three and may indeed have 

led to a different kind of collaborative research , one where another new inventory of 

value-meanings was co-produced. Instead, my interests in the relationship between values 

and action led me to investigate motivations as value-actions, to interpret Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ 

accounts of actions following a theoretical  method  and thereafter to review this method 

(see section 4.6.2 on coding).  

All interviews were audio-recorded as less intrusive and more reliable way of gathering 

data which could allow for a more engaged and attentive role within dialogue (Davies 

2001, 99, Heyl 2001, 13). Ahead of interviews, all the selected participants were given an 

information  sheet. Afterwards they were sent both summaries and audio files, and then 

once completed, the full transcript via the confidential research website to edit if they 

wished. After interviewing, it became important to reflect on various aspects of 

interviewing, challenges or insights gained in place, including emerging knowledge for 

myself and participants (Heyl 2001, 370). These insights were captured in the memos and 

ĜƖ " ʞƶȉ| íĜŴ± ȺĜȺŴ±| ̂Ƌ±ȺĊƶ|ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ Ȉ±íŴ±lȺĜƶƖȡ̃ ˷ȡ±± !ǺǺ±Ɩ|Ĝʬ !˱Ĝʬ˸˱  

Group interviews (see appendix A.iii) were initially planned to happen in situ, however, 

once I had started the individual interviews, I became increasingly more aware that it was 

unlikely for such discussions to occur organically for some of my participants. Moreover, I 

became aware that group interviews shed light on the way that the West Offices and Red 

Tower Supporter collaborated as part of a team (Davies 2001, 105). Therefore, a semi-

structured topic schedule was established which focused on media use and information 

sharing so that how they collaborated with others could be raised and then salient areas 

be picked up on during discussion (Bryman 2004, 352) (see Appendix A.iii). As with the 

individual interviews, reflecting on the settings and the interpersonal relati onships was 

reflected within the methodological reflections  (Lunt & Livingstone 1996, Davies 

2001,105). I was able to organise group interviews with the Red Tower supporters, the CYC 

practitioners, the Wallwalkers (which followed the individual topic schedule , as the 

participants were not involved in team -work) but not the students or Residents or more 
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trustees of the Holgate Windmill and Tithe Barn (despite sending out emails to contacts in 

order to attempt to organise one for each group).  

I now detail a research method which took place at the desk: that of contextualising the 

localities. 

4.4.3 City & Place ShapingñContextualising the Localities: 

Contextualising the localities feeds specifically into the Place-Node RQ 5. 

STEPS: 

1. Whilst in the field identify whe re connections to localities emerge; 

2. Engage in primary and secondary resource research (i.e. desk-based analysis) 

3. kƶŴŴ"Ⱥ± ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| ̂Ǻ"ĜƖȺ " ǺĜlȺɔȉ±̃ ƶí ȺĊ± ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺ ʞĜȺĊ Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺʲ˱  

ȹĊ± ǺɔȉǺƶȡ± ƶí ̂lƶƖȺ±ʬȺɔ"ŴĜȡĜƖỗ ȺĊ± Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺĜ±ȡ Ĝȡ Ⱥƶ Ŵ"ʲ ƶɔȺ "Ɩy possible connections 

b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ̄ƌĜlȉƶ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ƌ"lȉƶ ȡȺȉɔlȺɔȉ±ȡ "Ɩ| |ʲƖ"ƌĜlȡ̅ ˷Ʒ ȈĜ"ĜƖ ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̟̦̞˸ˮ Ĝ˱±˱ 

between places and the city. Drawing on the ̂ Conservation Principles̃ (EH 2008a), which 

highlight the value of place in line with its inevitable cha nge, this essentially meant 

explaining the role and remit of the current local authority, the impact of any notable 

policy and law, and the impact that previous authorities have had on the shaping localities 

surrounding the asset transfer projects. In many ways, this contextualising aspect registers 

a Critical Realist position in line with Smith (2004), in the way that it observes data 

connected within an intertextual framework that impacts upon place. However, within 

each place-node study, dialectical relationships between places and context are made 

clear and place retains a share of autonomy which influences practice in unprecedented 

ways. To undertake this contextualising step in research I consulted documentary sources, 

both primary and secondary works by historians, archaeologists and theorists. I also 

included texts, maps and other visuals found within the place-nodes. Such sources have 

been demonstrated to be of use within both ethnographic and archaeological research 

designs, as a way of acknowledging that the social world produces documental 

information in accordance with wider events (Brown 1973, Harper 1998, Atkinson & 

Coffrey 2011). For the West Offices chapter, I include deconstruction of the emerging 

Local Plan, due to overt links and the significance on city-shaping identified through 
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fieldwork. For the asset transfers this included detailing the development of their locality, 

Ĝ˱±˱ ʞĊʲ ȺĊ± "ȡȡ±Ⱥ ʞ"ȡ ȺĊ±ȉ± ĜƖ ȺĊ± íĜȉȡȺ ǺŴ"l±ˮ Ċƶʞ Ċ"| ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ "ƌbĜȺĜƶƖȡ ƌ"|± 

them thus. Localities proxĜƌ"Ⱥ± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± "ȡȡ±Ⱥ ʞ±ȉ± Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíĜ±| ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ " ̂íƶƶȺ±|̃ ȡ±Ŵ±lȺĜƶƖ ƶí 

Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺĜ±ȡˮ ĜƖ "Ɩ "lŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô±ƌ±ƖȺ ƶí ěƖôƶŴ|̃ȡ "ȡȡ±ȉȺĜƶƖ ȺĊ"Ⱥ˰  

A more grounded approach to human movement, sensitive to embodied skills of 

footwork opens up new terrain in the study of envi ronmental perception, the history 

of technology, [and] landscape formation  

(Ingold 2004, 315). 

Despite the initial grounded approach, this contextual aspect subsequently required an 

overtly observational stance away from the place-nodes, to explain aspects of them. It also 

allowed me to demonstrate how texts and visuals are still lively and adapting knowledge 

of place-shaping. 

The above section has detailed the methods adopted both wit hin and without the 

localities. I have also given examples of where these methods had to be adapted (or were 

not successful). At this point, I now demonstrate some of the specific ethical challenges 

that were faced (both anticipated and emergent) during fieldwork.  

4.5. Everyday Ethics with Multi-Local Groups 

As discussed above, ethics are a vital proponent of collaborative research. Essentially, an 

ethical attitude in advance of research, thus: 

The ethics of any profession cannot be conceived in isolation from ethics in general 

˹˲˺ ʞ± ȡĊƶɔŴ| b± ôƶƶ| Ǻ±ȉȡƶƖȡ b±íƶȉ± ʞ± "ȉ± ôƶƶ| "rchaeologists, philosophers, 

politicians or bus drivers  

(Scarre & Scarre 2006, 4, qtd. in Kiddey 2014, 69).   

ěƖ|±±|ˮ ̂ʘĜȉȺɔ± ±ȺĊĜlȡ̃ l"Ɩ lƶȉȉ±ȡǺƶƖ| Ⱥƶ ǺȉĜƶȉ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ƶȉ "Ɩ ̄±ȺĊĜl ƶí l"ȉ±̅ˮ Ⱥƶ Ⱥȉ±"Ⱥ 

participants (and those deemed vulnerable) with dignity  (Banks 2001, 46, Wylie 2003, 4, 

Christians 2005, Farrimond 2013, 16, Kiddey 2014, 66-68). An ethic of care encouraged me 

to cultivate an emotional responsiveness to guide my instincts in emerging situations 

(Farrimond 2013, 16). For instance, at the beginning of the research, I undertook 
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discussions with the Ethnic Minority and Traveller Community officer at the City of York 

Council and several other contacts. As a result, I decided against making contacts within a 

traveller site near to the Red Tower localities to avoid what I felt could be tokenistic 

outreach, stretched alongside so many other groups I was attempting to collaborate with. 

Moreover, ethical research is also subject to unprecedented localised factors. An 

ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí ̄±ʘ±ȉʲ-|"ʲ ±ȺĊĜlȡ̅ ˷a"ƖŦȡ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̟̝̞̠ˮ ̟̣̣˸ "Ɩ| !ȉĜȡȺƶȺŴ±̃ȡ lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí 

ǺĊȉƶƖ½ȡĜȡ ˷ȺĊ± "lȅɔĜȉ±ƌ±ƖȺ ƶí Ǻȉ"lȺĜl"Ŵ ʞĜȡ|ƶƌ˸ ˷Ȉƶȡȡ ̟̝̝̦ˮ ʬĜʘ˸ Ĝȡ ±ʬȺȉ±ƌ±Ŵʲ Ǻ±ȉȺĜƖ±ƖȺ 

ʞĊ±Ɩ Ɩ±ôƶȺĜ"ȺĜƖô lĜȉlɔƌȡȺ"ƖȺĜ"Ŵ ±ȺĊĜlȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± íĜ±Ŵ|ˮ Ċ±ŴǺĜƖô Ⱥƶ "ʘƶĜ| " íĜʬ"Ⱥ±| ̂ȺĜlŦ-bƶʬ̃ 

approach. Thus, I was mindful of the following recommendation that researchers:  

should expect to encounter ethical dilemmas at every stage of their work, and 

should make good-faith efforts to identify potential ethical claims and conflicts in 

advance when preparing proposals and as projects proceed  

Association of Social Anthropologists of the UK and Commonwealth (ASA 2011, 3).  

Hence, as part of the completion of an ethics form for the University of York, several areas 

of potential ethical tension ahead of fieldwork were identif ied. Below, these areas are 

detailed along with how they influenced the fieldwork and my subsequent response:  

¶ Undertaking fieldwork with different groups of participants in York:  

Following the British Educational Research Association Ethical guidelines (BERA 2011) it is 

ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±| ȺĊ"Ⱥ ĜƖ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ȺĜƖô ʞĜȺĊ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ôȉƶɔǺȡ " ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ±ȉ ȡĊƶɔŴ| ̄minimize the 

effects of designs that advantage or are perceived to advantage one group of participants 

ƶʘ±ȉ ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̅ ˷!ȉȺĜlŴ± ̡̟ˮ ̤˸˱ ěƖ ȉ±lƶôƖĜȺĜƶƖ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ƌʲ ʞƶȉŦ ʞĜth Red Tower led to more 

collaborative relationships with supporters, I also critically reflect upon them. Furthermore, 

part of the revealing aspect of this project lies in navigating the diversity of opinion 

(sometimes at odds with my own) as I met with different personalities (Schmidt 2017, 4). 

As a result I also did find myself at times in a position to agree or disagree with different 

Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ ȡȺ"Ɩ|ǺƶĜƖȺȡˮ ǺȉĜƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ ˷ȡĊ"ȉĜƖô ƌʲ Ǻ±ȉȡƶƖ"Ŵ ̂ĜƖ-Ċ±ȉ±ȡ̃ "Ɩ| ̂ƶɔȺ-ȺĊ±ȉ±ȡ̃˸ 

(Marcus 1997). I attempted to use such discussions as a way to encourage useful debate, 

not to hamper it. Where such conversations were more animated, and personalities 

clashed, I had to take a balanced approach to what to include̚ƖƶȺ Ⱥƶ ̄whitewash ,̅ but to 

be mindful that a conversation in situ reads differently on paper (Schmidt 2017, 5). The 
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essence of agreement or disagreement between participants remains in my fieldnotes and 

the avoidance of privileging participants over others is also taken into consideration 

regarding anonymity (see below).  

My position evolved through my part -time employment  by the Red Tower during  the 

feasibility project  (October 2015 and March 2016). The task was primarily to gather York 

residents̃  opinions about the Red Tower alongside delivering events and managing social 

media. From the onset I took pains to deliberate on the new role with my supervisors (see 

Appendix xi. ̙ Methodological Reflections entry 05/10/15.)  I acknowledged that the role  

with the Red Tower project might  impact my relationship with  the team and other groups. 

Recognising I would need to defend the argument of ultimate insider (and  the impact of 

working relationships that inevitably arose with participants)  I made the bridge between 

researcher and employee in three ways. Firstly, I strove to give balanced and reflective 

reviews of any contrasting opinions in fieldnotes, even at the Red Tower team itself, so as 

not to give unfair advantage  (as above). I also took pains to note reflexive insight into my 

work and the impact I made (including on the creation of social media). Secondly, my 

research role was not at odds with the research tasks for the feasibility project̚accurate 

insight of local feeling was required, and this role (of collecting opinions) did not put too 

much pressure on my identity with other groups . As part of my reconfiguring role  I 

adapted my consent process (see below) by creating feedback forms and information 

sheets which explained the dual purpose for my inquiries. Lastly, I made the bridge by 

considering the role of complicity by Marcus (1995) and by seeing value in being a 

practicing researcher (the extreme of complicity). Such a role is a highly important for the 

sector where understanding about how collaboration  is enacted in real time is required. 

Essentially, I gained valued insight into challenges on the ground from a semi -professional 

perspective.  

¶ Gaining informed consent within changing social environments, or groups with 

large or evolving memberships  

In undertaking ethnographic fieldwork at events or environ ments of large membership, I 

took pains to inform all those whom I became acquainted with of my intention to conduct 

research, although sometimes this was impractical (Fluehr-Lobban 2003b, 172). Upon 
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commencing fieldwork, I communicated my intentions by me aningful, realistic and non-

technical explanation of the project to participants, and if appropriate through project 

information sheet (Fluehr-Lobban 2003c, 228). This was particularly important during the 

consultative work undertaken as for the Red Tower feasibility project and resulted in the 

creation of feedback forms (see Appendix Dvii). Generally, and following the 

recommendations by ASA (2011, 2) informed consent was taken verbally during fieldwork 

to avoid over-bureaucratic interaction, whilst interviews, surveys and permission to use 

Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ̃ ǺĊƶȺƶôȉ"ǺĊȡ ȉ±ȅɔĜȉ±| ƌƶȉ± íƶȉƌ"Ŵ "lȺĜƶƖ ˷bʲ ɔȡ± ƶí lƶƖȡ±ƖȺ íƶȉƌȡ̚

Appendix A.iv). I consulted participants on their consent throughout the different stages of 

research, particularly after I became a Red Tower employee. For instance, nearer the end 

of the project I shared the data that was to be published online, so that their consent was 

never a one-off event (Davies 2001, 48, Fluehr-Lobban 2003b, 172, ASA 2011, 2). 

¶ Working with i lliterate or vulnerable group s: 

 

I aimed to take pains to consider the interests, welfare and views of all those deemed to 

be vulnerable within the research sample. In the potential case of non-literate participants, 

consent forms and information sheets (which are ordinarily offered at the onset interviews 

and photography) would not have been adequate. Clear, meaningful and non-technical 

verbal explanations of the project were given as an alternative (Davies 2001, 50, Fluehr-

Loban 2003c, 228). In one case, after agreeing to consent verbally, one participant asked 

me to read out the questions of the Red Tower feedback form and then dictated his 

answers to me, and finally signed his consent on the form afterwards. 

Lastly, during my time with the Red Tower, local children often visited the tower. Although 

this may have been deemed a highly important opportunity to identify a key group 

(potentially excluded), their presence had not been initially factored in and I had no ethical 

clearance (or an official criminal check for that matter). I felt it was a step too far to start 

photographing or interviewing them and but instead acknowledged their presence 

through the words and actions of other participants and by photographing their presence 

through the artefacts they left behind.  

¶ Anonymity 
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This has been the most challenging aspect of ethical management. Anonymity is the 

protection of identification of participants through the obscuring or omitting of names or 

other identifying attributes in written, audio or visual material (e.g. addresses, contact 

details, job title, facial features). Initially, my decision to default to anonymity of all 

participants was weighted by Article 24 of BERA guidelines; essentially, my view was that 

anonymising participants helped to minimise any perceived advantage to some 

participants over others (those who may wish to promote particular views through the 

PhD) and to keep any sensitive information confidential. It was also weighted in 

recognition of potentially tense relations between various community groups  and the 

council. As such, in my ethic form I advocated anonymity through the use of pseudonyms 

for all participants (Davies 2001, 51) and thus participants were anonymised within text, 

transcripts, audio files and any visual data gathered. But, as the ASA guidelines state, 

"ƖƶƖʲƌĜȺʲ l"ƖƖƶȺ "Ŵʞ"ʲȡ b± "lĊĜ±ʘ±|˰ ̄" Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉ lƶƖíĜôɔȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±ȡ l"Ɩ 

íȉ±ȅɔ±ƖȺŴʲ Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíʲ "Ɩ ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|ɔ"Ŵ b±ʲƶƖ| ȉ±"ȡƶƖ"bŴ± |ƶɔbȺ̅ ˷̟̝̞̞ˮ ̣˸˱ ȹĊĜȡ ě ȉ±"ŴĜȡ±| ʞƶɔŴ| 

undoubtedly occur when co -working participants recognised each other once research 

was made public or if certain participants are prominent within public and social media 

forums (as indeed they were). Participants might also be identified due to their affiliations 

with specific working or localities (Wiles et al 2008, 15). For instance, the council was a 

Ǻ"ȉȺƖ±ȉ ĜƖ ƌʲ ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ ˷" í"lȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ Ċ"| b±±Ɩ "|ʘ±ȉȺĜȡ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ± ĜƖĜȺĜ"Ŵ ̂ʝĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ʝ"ŴŴȡ̃ l"ŴŴ 

íƶȉ "ǺǺŴĜl"ȺĜƶƖȡ˸ ȡƶ ě |Ĝ| ƖƶȺ "ƖƶƖʲƌĜȡ± ĜȺ "ȡ "Ɩ ̂ʬ ĜƖȡȺĜȺɔȺĜƶƖ̃ˮ "ŴȺĊƶɔôĊ ȡƶƌ± ǺŴ"l± 

anonymisation was elsewhere negotiated. Nor was the Red Tower anonymised as 

photographs of it revealed its singularity as part of the city walls and its historic locality 

was integral to the research endeavour. Furthermore, I did not attempt to anonymise the 

places in which other sample groups were associated, such as Walmgate and Foss Islands 

as dislocating places from each other would undermine the notion of multi -locality. And 

yet, I was mindful of the study by Grinyer (2009) shows that anonymity can be an 

emotionally charged, and indeed, one of my participants did express a wish not to be 

anonymised at the end of the project (which we eventually negotiated on a more relevant 

pseudonym change). And indeed, blanket and imposed anonymity can also be seen as 

unethical in the articulation of heritage va lues (Macaulay et al 1998, Fleuhr-Lobban 2003c).  
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ĉƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ ʞĊĜŴȡȺ ȉ±ʘĜ±ʞĜƖô ȡɔlĊ Ĝȡȡɔ±ȡˮ ť±ŴŴʲ ˷̟̝̝̦˸ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ȡ ȺĊ± l"ȡ± íƶȉ "ƖƶƖʲƌĜȺʲ "ȡ ĜȺ˰ ̄Ĝȡ 

not a sacrosanct provision. It is conditional on various imperatives of morality, 

Ǻȉƶí±ȡȡĜƶƖ"ŴĜȡƌ "Ɩ| lƶƌƌƶƖ Ŵ"ʞ̅ (439). So, considering all these points, I have kept my 

initial decision for default anonymity of participants (and reiterated these concerns to my 

participants as part of informed consent). The lack of guaranteed anonymity was explained 

in initial discussions and as part of ongoing informed consent with participants, along with 

the information sheet. Whilst voicing these issues to participants during research, I 

discovered it was not conceived as an issue by the majority (except by the one 

aforementioned). And in keeping anonymity, I still ultimately regard the importance of 

leaving space for dissent in research and endeavoured to make contrasting values clear.  

¶ Multimedia ethics:  

Various media were utilised as part of ethnographic fieldwork. I sought to take 

photographic images of any relevant media in the localities and value-activities (thus 

images included participants, place-nodes and localities). As discussed, any identifying 

features of participants were to remain anonymous as far as possible and identities were 

obscured in consultation with them. As the fieldwork is located in public, organisational 

and residential places, I did not take or use photographs where it could be deemed an 

invasion of privacy and consulted where necessary with participants on this measure 

(Wiles et al 2008, 4). Via the informed consent process participants were informed of the 

purpose of media gathering techniques used in research, their proposed dissemination, 

storage and the longevity of their access. After fieldwork all photographs were made 

available to the relevant participants in order for them to discuss their use within the 

research project. It was necessary in some cases to gain both consent and also assign 

copyright over through a signed form which was posted to t he participants.  

Thus, having given some of the anticipated and adapted consideration into the ethical 

dynamics of research in the localities, I now turn to the analysis of the data gathered. 

Obviously, the ethics do not stop here, but continue into the w ays in which data went 

ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ƌʲ ̂ǺƶĜȡ±| Ǻ±ȉl±ǺȺĜƶƖ̃ "Ɩ| through the writing up process .  
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4.6 Data Management, Analysis & Presenting Results 

Analysis was undertaken generally in three stages; the organisation of data, the immersing 

and pulling out of data  and thirdly through presentation. Below, the steps of organisation, 

analysis and presentation for different types of data are laid out (Miles & Huberman 2002). 

4.6.1 Data Organisation 

The organisation of data starts from the very beginning, with its colle ction. In the process 

of organising data I differentiated folders for fieldnotes, interviews, photographs and 

made a separate folder for the Pre-2011 place-nodes. These folders were stored within the 

ɓƖĜʘ±ȉȡĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȡ±lɔȉ± |ĜôĜȺ"Ŵ ȉ±ǺƶȡĜȺƶȉʲˮ ƌʲ óƶƶôŴ± {ȉĜʘ±ˮ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ƕʗĜʘƶ ̂ȡƶɔȉl±ȡ̃ 

folder (itself kept within the above two). The folders were structured to show distinctions 

between different sample groups (Red Tower, Residents, Council Practitioners etc). An 

inventory of the data was created (see below). 

Table 8. Data gathered from sample groups within place-nodes 

Data type 

gathered  

West Offices 

CYC 

Pre-2011 Asset 

Transfers 

Red Tower  TOTAL 

Photographs 

JPEG 

96 12 160 268 

Interviews 

MP3 

10 X 17 (including 

residents, 

supporters and 

Wallwalkers) 

27 (approx. 

1,224 

minutes) 

Fieldnotes 

Word Docs 

16,143 4,149 98,594 118,886 

words 

MISC Docs Documentary 

sources, and 

websites.  

Documentary 

sources, websites 

and promotional 

material. 

Documentary 

sources, websites 

and promotional 

material. 

NA 

(See Appendix A.vi for data management plan and long-term plans for storage). 

4.6.2 AnalysisñCoding the Data: 

̂a±ĜƖô "Ⱥ ȺĊ± |±ȡŦ̃ Ĝȡ "ȡ ʘĜȺ"Ŵ "ȡ ̂b±ĜƖô ĜƖ ȺĊ± íĜ±Ŵ|̃ ˷ʗ"Ɩ Ƌ""Ɩ±Ɩ ̟̝̞̞ˮ ̞̠̥˸ "Ɩ| ĜȺ ʞ"ȡ "Ⱥ 

the desk that data analysis was undertaken. For the West Offices and Red Tower Data, I 

undertook a coding process on all fieldnotes, photographs and interviews. Coding is the 

process where qualitative (and particularly ethnographic) data is categorised, a step 

recommended by Emerson et al (1995, 143) and Clifford (1983, 119) in order to dig into or 
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sift the data (Augustine 2014, Chowdhury 2015). This is important where little or no 

categorisation has taken place in the capturing of data (e.g. as would be by structured 

questions in surveys or questionnaires). In this project, coding was theory-led and 

achieved by short-handing data into theoretical themes  (theoretically salient textual 

ʘ±ȡȡ±Ŵȡ ƶȉ ̂ȺĊ±ƌ± Ɩƶ|±ȡ̃˸ |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| ĜƖ kĊ"ǺȺ±ȉȡ ȹʞƶ "Ɩ| ȹĊȉ±± ˷±˱ô˱ ǺŴ"l±ˮ ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡˮ ʘĜȡĜƶƖˮ 

"lȺĜƶƖ ±Ⱥl˱˸ ˷Ƞ"Ŵ|"Ɯ" ̟̝̝ˮ ̠˸˱ Grounded theory is an alternative, inductive, method of an 

approach to data whereby the main themes and theory are considered emergent 

(Charmaz & Mitchell 2001, Charmaz 2014, Chowdhury 2015). Such an approach I felt could 

not be incorporated; the theory -led method was chosen due to the initial brief of the CDA 

which focused on the theme of values and local collaboration. As with Blair (2015) the 

interpretative perspective of the research design meant I had already acknowledged my 

poised perception and thus could not simultaneously hold the idea that there was a white 

ȡŴ"Ⱥ± ƶí ȺȉɔȺĊ ̂ƶɔȺ ȺĊ±ȉ±̃ Ⱥƶ b± |Ĝȡlƶʘ±ȉ±| ƶbŞ±lȺĜʘ±Ŵʲ ˷̞̣-17). Thus, fƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô Ƞ"Ŵ|"Ɯ" 

(2009) coding was considered as part of interpretative act by the researcher (4). That said, 

even when working to a theoretical framework as opposed to inductive or grounded 

theory, creating a distinct and workable hierarchy of themes is an iterative task and many 

lĊ"Ɩô±ȡ ƶllɔȉȉ±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ±ƌ± ȺĜȺŴ±ȡ |ɔȉĜƖô ±"ȉŴʲ "ȺȺ±ƌǺȺȡ Ⱥƶ lƶ|± |"Ⱥ" ˷Ƞ"Ŵ|"Ɯ" ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̡ˮ 

Blair 2015). As a step of good practice, I created memos in order to keep a record of how 

(and why) theme-titles were changed; mainly this was due to overly complex/long titles 

and in some cases duplication (see Appendix A.vii and A.viii) (Emerson et al 1995, 150). 

!íȺ±ȉ ȡ±ʘ±ȉ"Ŵ lʲlŴ±ȡ ƶí lƶ|ĜƖô ˷Ƞ"Ŵ|"Ɯ" ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̢̞̥˸ˮ ȺĊ± ȺĊ±ƌ±ȡ íƶȉƌ±| ʞĜȺĊĜƖ "ȡ ±ĜôĊȺ ƌ"ĜƖ 

themes with over 60 corresponding sub-themes that extrapolate more nuanced aspects 

from the main theory. These key themes formed a theoretical toolkit:  

Table 9. Key themes developed within NVivo (theoretical toolkit)  

Theme Title  Theoretical Purpose  

Locality (Multi-Local) 

 

Gathers all codes that indicate the physical + social 

pathways across localities (including heritage), the 

relationship of participants to localities and place -nodes, 

and places to other places (Multi-Local) from different 
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participants' viewpoints (includi ng mine). Both uttered 

statements and actions in place are included. 

Vision 

 

Gathers all codes that discuss any 'ultimate/end goals' or 

how participants want to see the result of their efforts 

practically. Often people say 'I can see this happening' or 

'this is the vision statement'. This is the perceived end result 

of the ASPIRATION so can also be seen in movements and 

actions. 

Policy Context 

 

Gathers all codes that discuss policy, law, paperwork and 

other documentary sources that impact/feature in the 

practices, actions and statements of participants. Also 

considers larger place-Ɩƶ|±ȡ̃ ̂ȡl"Ŵ±̃ ĜƌǺ"lȺĜƖô ƶƖ ȡƌ"ŴŴ±ȉ 

ones. 

Challenges 

 

Gathers all codes that discuss specific challenges or 

difficulties in heritage action. Both uttered statements and 

actions are included. 

Collaborative Action 

 

Gathers all codes that show what, why, and how actions 

within place-nodes take place.  This includes the 

̂kƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ȠǺ±lȺȉɔƌ̃ ˷Ĝ˱±˱ Ċƶʞ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± Ⱥȉʲ Ⱥƶ lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"Ⱥ± 

with others).  This theme also overlaps with 'intentional 

acts' and the discussion of values & visions. 

Media 

 

Gathers all codes that show media, which are identified as 

various types of material (analogue, digital, mixed) used by 

people and can be visual or textual (often visual though so 

include maps, photos etc). 

Value statements & 

value-actions 

 

Gathers all codes that contain the following key words: 

desires, wants, intentions, motivations, motive. A viewpoint 

or observed positive action directed towards heritage/place 

or practice connected to heritage/ place. These don't have 

to just be heritage focused. The purpose here is to flag up 
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the active values of the participants within data, and not 

how they gathered others' values (this goes into 

Collaborative Action).  

Physical Resources 

 

Gathers all codes that contain themes of pragmatic, 

material resources including finances, assets and 

provisions. 

 

One can also create codes for different participants which are useful in quantifying how 

much interaction took place during fieldwork, or which themes had been  spoken about 

most by different people. Both theme creation and coding processes can be done either 

by hand or on computers (Emerson et al 1995, 143, LeCompte & Schensul 1999, 90). In 

ȺĊĜȡ l"ȡ±ˮ ȺĊ± ̄ƌƶɔƖȺ"ĜƖȡ ƶí ʞƶȉ|ȡ̅ "Ɩ| ƌ"ȡȡ±ȡ ƶí ƌɔŴȺĜƌƶ|"Ŵ |"Ⱥ" Ċ"| b±en stored 

digitally and so it was easier to carry out the coding process on screen using NVivo 

software (rather than with paper and post -its) (Johnson et al 2010, 11). This software was 

chosen as its functionality was fairly accessible (it took about 5 months to become fully 

acquainted with its various operative programmes).  Whilst aware of other similar 

qualitative analysis software (for example Atlas Ti and MAXQDA), an NVivo licence was 

provided freely by the University and free training was given at a convenient time. During 

this training, it was made clear that NVivo is not an analytical machine in which to push 

data through in order to g et results (Bulloch & Silver 2014, Silver 2015): the theoretical 

toolkit of theme nodes played this role.  

Using NVivo, initially a ̂bȉƶ"| bȉɔȡĊ̃ lƶ|ĜƖô ˷ɔȡĜƖô Ŧ±ʲ ʞƶȉ| ȡ±"ȉlĊ±ȡ "Ɩ| ȡ"ʘĜƖô ȉ±ȡɔŴȺȡ Ⱥƶ 

the sub-themes) was applied to all West Offices and Red Tower data as a way of digging 

into the data. Thereafter, I went through each source more thoroughly (toothcombing) 

which in some cases led to deletions of text (sifting through the irrelevant results) (and I 

had to do this twice with Red Tower data̚see below). After all sources were coded, NVivo 

could be tasked with hyperlinking themes and their corresponding codes to c ompare and 

ôȉƶɔǺ ȺĊ±ƌ ʘĜ" ̂kƶ|± Ȅɔ±ȉĜ±ȡ̃ ˷ȄȈȠ Ɩ|˸˱ ìƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ Ĝí ̂"ȡŦ±|̃ (via coding queries) NVivo 

lƶɔŴ| ô"ȺĊ±ȉ "ŴŴ ̂ųƶl"ŴĜȺʲ̃ ȡɔb-themes and numerically compare the amount of times the 

lƶ|±ȡ ƶí ̂Ǻ±ȉl±ĜʘĜƖô " ǺŴ"l± b"ȉȉĜ±ȉ̃ ʞ"ȡ ɔȺȺ±ȉ±| by all residential participants across the 
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duration of the fieldwork. This query could easily form as a bar-chart; such queries are 

explored in the CYC & Red Tower chapters and forms as part of the mixed methods 

analysis (presenting qualitative data and quantitative data). The impact of quantifying and 

visualising the data is reflected upon within the respective data chapters. Indeed, as part of 

analysis, it became important to acknowledge how different sub-themes of value-action 

were emergent in the data and had to be brou ght up through analysis after coding (but as 

different value-actions are prevalent in the theory, an overall deductive approach has been 

maintained in the research design). 

Importantly, I decided against coding the Pre-2011 Asset Transfer data. This decision was 

made for three reasons. Firstly, I initially planned these datasets as small case studies to 

compare to the Red Tower (covered in one or two pages.) I therefore assumed a coding 

process would not be necessary to dig into  a small data set and did not work the 

procedure into my analysis schedule. Secondly; I had decided to capture the becoming 

moments of the past (to compare to Red Tower) so the fieldnotes taken with the trustees 

were not ethnographic in a practical sense (but rather recollections of how the asset 

transfers had already come to pass). As a result, this information grew and formed into 

very distinct timelines which continued to be edited over several months in collaboration 

with participants. Coding this co-produced data which continued t o develop during the  

scheduled coding-stage was futile. Lastly, after these procedures had occurred (and all 

other data had been coded) I became curious as to how I could draw conclusions and 

apply my themes within the data without undergoing the coding pr ocess. I had read 

ěƖôƶŴ|̃ȡ lȉĜȺĜlĜȡƌȡ ˷̡̟̝̞˸ "bƶɔȺ Ɩ"Ĝʘ±Ŵʲ "ȡȡɔƌĜƖô ȡƶíȺʞ"ȉ± Ǻ"lŦ"ô±ȡ lƶɔŴ| ̄ʲĜ±Ŵ| ȉ±ȡɔŴȺȡ̅ 

˷̡̠̥˸ "Ɩ| lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ±| ȺĊ± ʞ"ȉƖĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ˰ ̄" ȉĊĜˈƶƌ± ƶȉ ƌɔŴȺĜǺŴĜlĜȺʲ Ɩ±ʘ±ȉ "ŴŴƶʞȡ ĜȺȡ±Ŵí Ⱥƶ b± 

ƶʘ±ȉlƶ|±|̅ ˷{±Ŵ±ɔˈ± ̑ óɔȺȺ"ȉĜ ̡̟̝̝ˮ ̞̠˯ "Ŵȡƶ !ɔôɔȡȺĜƖ± ̟014, St. Pierre & Jackson 2014). 

Thus, following rhizom± ȺĊ±ƶȉʲ ě ±ʬǺ±ȉĜƌ±ƖȺ±| ʞĜȺĊ " ̄rhizomatic coding  ̅approach to the 

data (Cumming 2015) and answered the Place-Node Research Questions with this in mind. 

As many of the themes remained the same̚ bar one or two̚I maintain this method is in 

keeping with the theoretical approach and agree with Cumming (2015) that, having initial 

completed coding, I did not move far from the preconceived themes laid out in the toolkit 

(145-146). 
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This reflection is continued in Chapter Eight. The benefit of coding, however, is 

demonstrated below in handling the mass of data generated during two years of fieldwork 

at Red Tower and West Offices. 

4.6.3 AnalysisñNarrowing the Fieldnotes: 

As is touched on above, deletions had to be ƌ"|± Ⱥƶ "ʘƶĜ| ȺĊ± ̄ƌɔƌbƶ-Şɔƌbƶ̅ ȺĊ"Ⱥ 

results in including everything gathered over 2 years (Emerson et al 1995, 97-8). For the 

Red Tower data, this was particularly important as I had almost 100,000 words of 

fieldnotes. After coding all Red Tower fieldnotes and interviews, I shrank my data set and 

lȉ±"Ⱥ±| ȺĊ± ̂Ȉ±| ȹƶʞ±ȉ |Ĝ"ȉĜ±ȡ̃ ƶȉ ̄±ǺĜȡƶ|Ĝl ±ʬl±ȉǺȺȡ̅ ˷°ƌ±ȉȡƶƖ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ̢̞̦̦ˮ ̥̦˸ Ⱥƶ ȡĊƶʞ ȺĊ± 

̂b±lƶƌĜƖỗ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ "Ɩ| ̄ŴĜƖ±ȡ ƶí íŴĜôĊȺ̅ ƶí ȺĊ± Ȉ±| ȹƶʞ±ȉ ƶʘ±ȉ ȺĜƌ± ˷{±Ŵ±ɔˈ± ̑ óɔȺ"ȉȉĜ 

2004, 3). To do this, all the coded Red Tower data was sifted in order to identify twenty 

ƌƶƌ±ƖȺȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ |±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±| ̂b±lƶƌĜƖô Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ̃ ˷ĜȺ b±l"ƌ± Ɩ±"ȉ±ȉ ȺĊĜȉȺʲ˸˱ ȹĊ± lȉĜȺ±ȉĜ" 

íƶȉ ȺĊ± Ŧ±ʲ ƌƶƌ±ƖȺȡ ʞ±ȉ± " ĊĜôĊ lƶ|ĜƖô lƶʘ±ȉ"ô± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ȺĊ±ƌ± ̄kĊ"Ɩô±ȡ Ⱥƶ 

ƶȉô"ƖĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖ̅ "Ɩ| " ƌ±"ȡɔȉ"bŴ± ĊĜôĊ |±Ɩȡity of codes overall (see sifting process doc, 

Appendix A.x for more details).  

 

Figure 14 Screen shot of NVivo: sifting the moments through coding  

This filter produced over 40,000 words, so I decided to shrink the data further to approx. 

25,000 words, and so began to edit and delete text to create a narrative. As Brodkey raised 
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(1987), the interpretive ethnographic narrative is a way of telling the story of lived 

±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl±˱ ȹĊĜȡ ̂Ⱥ±ŴŴĜƖỗ Ĝȡ ǺɔȺ íƶȉʞ"ȉ| ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ lƶƖʘĜƖlĜƖôŴʲ ƌake sense of other 

worlds and to bring it to the attention of a wider field or audiences (47 -8; also Clifford 

1983, 120, Van Maanen 1988, 35-6, Agar 1990, Herndl 1991, Humphreys & Watson 2010, 

̡̞˱˸ ʝĜȺĊ ȺĊ± Ȉ±| ȹƶʞ±ȉ |Ĝ"ȉĜ±ȡˮ ě lĊ"Ɩô±| Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ Ɩ"ƌ±ȡ Ⱥƶ "lhieve anonymity (Emerson 

et al 1995, 67). Moreover, in order not to construct an overly authoritative voice, to 

ɔƖ|±ȉƌĜƖ± ƌʲ ƶʞƖ ̄lŴ"Ĝƌȡ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺʲ ƶí ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl±̅ ˷kŴĜííƶȉ| ̞̦̥̠ˮ ̡̞̟˸ ě ĜƖlŴɔ|±| 

everyday disagreements with participants, to demonstrate different points of view and the 

exercise of pathfinding within the Red Tower Project. All selected moments were then 

ôȉƶɔǺ±| ĜƖȺƶ ̂ǺĊ"ȡ±ȡ̃̚stages in the project which encapsulated an overall direction of 

management. These Red Tower Diaries were then second cycle coded and interviews 

±ʬl±ȉǺȺȡ ʞ±ȉ± ̂ǺɔŴŴ±| ɔǺ̃ "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± ȺĊ±ȡ± ±ǺĜȡƶ|±ȡˮ Ⱥƶ lȉ±"Ⱥ± " lƶĊ±ȡĜʘ± bƶ|ʲ ƶí Ⱥ±ʬȺ ˷ȡ±± 

Appendix A.x for more details on this process). 

With the CYC, a small amount of editing took place to make notes easier to read. 

There"íȺ±ȉ ȺĊ±ȡ± lƶ|±| íĜ±Ŵ|ƖƶȺ±ȡ "Ɩ| ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞȡ ʞ±ȉ± ̂ǺɔŴŴ±| ɔǺ̃ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ lƶ|ĜƖô ȅɔ±ȉĜ±ȡ 

and selecting due to their salience to the research questions (see Appendix A.x).  

With the Pre-2011 Asset Transfers, the non-coded fieldnotes notes were collaboratively 

coƌǺĜŴ±| ĜƖ lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ ĜƖȺƶ " ̂ȺĜƌ±ŴĜƖ±̃ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ b± lƶƌǺ"ȉ±| Ⱥƶ 

ȺĊ± Ȉ±| ȹƶʞ±ȉ̃ȡ ̂ƌƶƌ±ƖȺȡ̃˱  

Interview and fieldnotes, coded or un-coded were not the only form of data I inserted into 

the chapters. Documentary sources (gained from numerous un-coded primary and 

secondary resources) were also presented (as is described in section 4.4.). Moreover, 

photographs and visual media of various forms were integrated into the chapters in order 

to bring to fore multiple ways of knowing alongside the text (Pink 2007, 120 & 155). How I 

handled visual data is now discussed more thoroughly. 

4.6.4 AnalysisñVisual Media:  

As a result of the activities outlined in section 4.4.1, many different types of visual media 

had been collated and created through f ieldwork. These included:  

¶ Photographs of static visual media in place taken by myself*;  
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¶ Photographs of participants taken by myself*; 

¶ Photographs of settings taken by myself*; 

¶ Photographs taken by participants of other participants and/or in place*;  

¶ Photographs of media taken by myself during interviews*; 

¶ Leaflets and posters designed by myself; 

¶ Leaflets and posters designed by others;  

¶ Maps produced by others; 

¶ Web shots of social media platforms or websites, containing images; 

¶ Images from press releases. 

All CYC and Red Tower photographs (asterisked*) were imported into NVivo and coded, 

due to their large quantity  (96 and 160 respectively, 254 in total). UȡĜƖô ƕʗĜʘƶ̃ȡ 

̂kŴ"ȡȡĜíĜl"ȺĜƶƖ̃ ȡʲȡȺ±ƌ ě Ŵ"b±ŴŴ±| all photographs by acknowledging their location and 

source (see Appendix H and follow instructions), in order to track the velocity of the 

media. This was a somewhat tedious venture and, in most cases, did not reveal anything 

exciting about the relevance of movement of media to collaborative activity (but see next 

paragraph).  

I did not code  the Pre-2011 asset transfer visuals, nor any leaflets, digital platforms, articles 

and maps as they did not offer a large sample. Instead a visual toolkit was applied to them 

(see table below). This visual toolkit analysis draws directly from cited theories outlined in 

chapters two and, particularly at the end of chapter three: 

Table 10. Visual Media Toolkit 

Analysis type  Question  Relevant Theories  

Content What is in the image?  

Can any of the key themes, 

including value-actions or 

other positive/negative 

attributes be identified?  

Basic description of image 

content.  

Developed from Waterton 

(2010a & 2010b), Aiello 

(2013), Rose et al (2014), 

Degen et al (2017). 

Layout How is this image 

organised? How is spaced 

Ŵ"Ĝ| ƶɔȺ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± Ĝƌ"ô±̃ȡ 

frame or within other 

frames?  

Thinking about how the eye 

navigates from different 

parts of the image or 

images within a frame. 

Developed from Cheung 

(2010). 
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Velocity Where is this image? Is it in 

place or of place 

somewhere else? Where is 

the image going, where 

does it come from?  

Thinking about the 

phenomenological 

existence of the image 

among other information 

and its movement in space, 

i.e. velocity. Developed 

from Heidegger (2001), 

Benjamin (2008), Tilden 

(2007), Thrift (2008), Barber 

(2013), Kleinhans et al 

(2015).   

Experience What does this image do? 

{ƶ±ȡ ĜȺ ĜƖʘƶŦ± ̂ʞ±Ĝȉ|Ɩ±ȡȡ̃ 

or other experiences? How 

do I/people react to it? Can 

any value-actions or 

positive/negative be 

experienced? 

Considering personal 

reactions to image: 

Developed from Giaccardi 

& Palen (2008) and Jeffrey 

(2015). 

 

The toolkit enabled me to write reflexively, free hand, in text boxes underneath the 

images. Considering the velocity in this tabularised form was again repetitive and 

unfruitfu l, except in a few instances. In these instances, it was clear that tracking the 

velocity (movement from the original source) added to the argument that media in place 

had an impact upon the nature of collaboration (for instance, with the poster by the Tit he 

Barn group, see page 225). In addition, within the Holgate Windmill section, it was 

possible to create an inventory of press article images (due to the availability of data): no 

such opportunity was available with the other localities. Whilst, the images were simply 

presented as a numeric inventory (not embedded in the text) , their velocity as part of the 

press releases was discussed and this presented further insight into the relationship of 

media to collaboration and value -actions. 

With the photographs  coded or the toolkit applied  to other images, selections were made 

of which images to include and where. With Chapters Six and Seven, images were included 

that were of high relevance to two sections: ȺĊ± ̂lƶƖȺ±ʬȺɔ"ŴĜȡĜƖô ȺĊ± Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ sections and 

the v̂isual media analysis̃ section. Specifically, with the Red Tower data, 40/160 

photographs had been added to the Red Tower Diaries (the selection of these is discussed 

in Appendix A.x and in the comments column of the image archive, Appendix G). So within 
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Chapter Seven, seven photographs  of these forty  were these chosen at random to 

represent each of the Red Tower key moments. With these seven Red Tower photographs, 

I also applied the visual toolkit  as I found that coding photographs could not reveal the 

qualitative aspects of the data in this context. Essentially using the toolkit on the 

photographs produced further insight into value actions.  

The West Offices fieldwork had generated 96 photographs (most of these were taken 

within the HER interviews): 12 from fieldwork were inserted into the chapter (including one  

image from the Red Tower collection). Unlike the asset transfers case studies, in Chapter 

Five there was no discussion of the key moments due to the specific nature of the 

ethnography (as discussed in section 4.4.1). As a result, the insertion of all media was led 

by three factors which supported my reflections on multi -local ethnography: 

¶ ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"Ɩl± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂lƶƖȺ±ʬȺɔ"ŴĜȡĜƖô ȺĊ± Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺʲ̃ ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ˯ 

¶ relevance to the thematic sections being discussed in the key themes; 

¶ to reflectively demonstrate, beyond the thematic discussion, the experience of 

being-in-the-world and the context  of working in the West Offices (such images 

demonstrated the barriers that impacted the nature of the multi -local 

ethnography, e.g. see page 156 & 164).  

The reasons for the selection for individual images is further  detailed in Appendix G (see 

comments column). The visual toolkit was applied to highlight all the inserted Ĝƌ"ô±ȡ̃ 

velocity; as above, many of the entries offered tedious repetition  except in some instances: 

however, in some cases the lack of velocity allowed for further insight into the  nature of 

collaboration and value-actions (e.g. see image of the HER database, page 180). 

Lastly, other visualisations were created through the analytical process; how these aided 

the multi -local and value-action approach is now explained. 

4.6.5 PresentationñValue-Action Diagrams & Other Visualisations: 

!ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí |"Ⱥ"ˮ ʘĜȡɔ"ŴĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ʞ±ȉ± Ǻȉƶ|ɔl±| "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ƌʲ ̂ȺĊĜƖŦĜƖô things 

ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ̃˱ °ȡȡ±ƖȺĜ"ŴŴʲˮ Ĝ|±"ȡ ƶí Ċƶʞ ȺĊ±ƌ±ȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ǺŴ"l±-nodes were connected became 

more apparent through a doodling  or mind -mapping process. This illustrative urge was 

hard to ignore. Indeed, ethnographic illustration has been discussed in anthropology as 
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still important, despite losing its status in view of more scientific illustration (and the rise in 

popularity of photography and film) (Afonso 2004). I concur with Afonso in her 

ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí ȺĊ± ̄ǺŴ"ȡȺĜlĜȺʲ ƶí |ȉ"ʞĜƖô̅ˮ "ŴŴƶʞĜƖô íƶȉ ƌƶȉ± elastic understanding of 

ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ˷ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ ȡlĜ±ƖȺĜíĜl˸ ˷̥̟˸˱ °ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ȡ íƶȉ ĜƖȡǺĜȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ĜƖlŴɔ|±| ȺĊ± ̂bĜƶôȉ"ǺĊĜl"Ŵ 

ƌ"Ǻ̃ "ȡ Ŵ"Ĝ| ƶɔȺ bʲ ʝ"ŴȺ±ȉ a±ƖŞ"ƌĜƖ ˷̟̝̝̣ˮ ̢̟̦˸ ʞĊĜlĊ ôȉ"ǺĊĜl"ŴŴʲ |±Ⱥ"ĜŴ±| ĊĜȡ ŴĜʘ±| 

experiences in Paris and Berlin; the hand-drawn community maps via Common Ground 

(2016) which highlight local knowledge and civic action; and the coproduced study by 

!b±Ŵ ±Ⱥ "Ŵ ˷̢̟̝̞˸ ʞĊĜlĊ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±| ǺŴƶȺȺĜƖô "Ɩ| ʘĜȡɔ"ŴĜȡĜƖô ƶí lʲlŴĜȡȺȡ̃ ȉƶɔȺ±ȡ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ lĜȺʲ 

(also; Wreford 2006, Vo nd, Posavec 2013, Kiddey 2014). Evidently, some diagrams are 

artistic, others more data orientated. From my position, the doodling method followed the 

concept of rhizome  Ŵ"Ĝ| ƶɔȺ bʲ {±Ŵ±ɔˈ± "Ɩ| óɔȺȺ"ȉĜˮ Ⱥƶ ̄ȡĊ"ȺȺ±ȉ ȺĊ± ŴĜƖ±"ȉ ɔƖĜȺʲ ƶí ȺĊ± 

ʞƶȉ|̅ "Ɩ| lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ ȺĊ± ƌɔŴȺĜǺŴ± ̄Ɩɔƌb±ȉ ƶí |Ĝƌ±ƖȡĜƶƖȡ̅ "Ⱥ ǺŴ"ʲ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ƌ"ŦĜƖôȡ ƶí " 

heritage project (2004, 6-7). In the end, considering my curiosity to avoid overcoding a 

free hand approach to the data was my preference. So as a development of the doodling 

process, Value-Action Diagrams were established for each data-set in NVivo. The purpose 

of these diagrams is to visualise the results from the data as a constructivist picture, a 

dynamic landscape of heritage management. This step in analytical thinking led me 

lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ ƌʲ ̄Ĝƌ"ô±ȉʲ̃ȡ ȡǺ±lĜíĜlĜȺʲ̅ ˷ǹ±ȉȉʲ ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̠̦̥˯ "Ŵȡƶ °|ô"ȉ ̡̟̝̝˸ˮ Ċƶʞ±ʘ±ȉˮ ȺĊĜȡ 

creative act is also mirrored by the selections made in the text, and thus reflects another 

step in the interpretative framework of the research.  

Charts and tables of quantitative nature were also visualised to demonstrate coding -

queries of the data via NVivo (e.g. how many supporters were involved during the Red 

Tower project) or other queries (e.g. how many residents requested Holgate Windmill be 

̂Ŧ±ǺȺ ĜƖ ôƶƶ| ȉ±Ǻ"Ĝȉ̃ "llƶȉ|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ " ȡɔȉʘ±ʲ bʲ ȺĊ± lƶɔƖlĜŴ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ̞̦̥̝̃ȡ˸ "ȡ " ȡĊƶȉȺ Ċ"Ɩ| 

way of delivering knowledge. Such diagrams, tables and charts are explained simply by 

captions and, where relevant, I critically review their role in revealing the qualitative 

aspects of data.  

4.7 Discussion 

This chapter is a practical one and the discussion here offers a simple summary. Here I 

have outlined the methodological framework of the project, drawing from the theoretical 
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discussions of the previous chapters. I have considered the role of the researcher at both 

ethical and practical levels in terms of insider/outsider identities  and asserted the role of 

complicity in ethnographic research, particularly within research which engages with 

theoretical and practical challenges whilst advocating collaboration  within heri tage 

management. I have also laid out my sampling strategy (which is a worthwhile challenge 

for a multi -local project which acknowledges the emerging contours of its focus). This 

involved identifying the localities and place -nodes of study, accounting for their qualities 

in terms of prioritised criteria (in line with my theory). I also identified the different types 

of participants whom I observed and/or collaborated with in line with their value -actions. 

Thereafter, I put forward my proposed methods for data gathering and acknowledged the 

impact of local circumstances on the ethnographic design alongside different ethical 

circumstances I met in the field. Finally, I have considered the aims and procedures of 

presenting and analysing the data.  

What follows is the main three data collection chapters, in which the data from fieldwork 

are presented and discussed. This begins with an account of research undertaken at the 

West Offices, the first place-node, where the City of York Council are currently based.  
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5: Heritage Management in the City of  York 
Council 

 

5.0 Introduction  

In this chapter the data gathered from the first place -node is presented: the City of York 

Council (CYC) based in the West Offices, York. Firstly, as part of the contextual research, 

the overall current role of the CYC is laid out along with its remit of management: the 

locality of York itself. This is followed by a brief account of its services, followed by 

commentary on the main services available for archaeological and heritage management. 

Following the contextual methodology on  localities, Local Plan documents (existing and 

±ƌ±ȉôĜƖô˸ "ȉ± ±ʬ"ƌĜƖ±| Ⱥƶ ǺĜƖǺƶĜƖȺ ʞĊ±ȉ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ȡĜȺȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± kʱk̃ȡ ʞĜ|±ȉ ȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜl 

visions. The value of heritage as a touristic and economic opportunity for the Council is 

ȺĊ±Ɩ ȉ±ʘĜ±ʞ±|˱ ȹĊ±ȉ±"íȺ±ȉˮ ȺĊ± |"Ⱥ" ô"ȺĊ±ȉ±| íȉƶƌ ȺĊ± ±ȺĊƖƶôȉ"ǺĊĜl ȉ±ȡ±"ȉlĊ Ĝȡ ̂|ɔô ĜƖȺƶ̃ 

"Ɩ| Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ±|˱ {±ȡǺĜȺ± ƖƶȺ ô"ȺĊ±ȉĜƖô " ĊĜôĊ "ƌƶɔƖȺ ƶí ̂"lȺĜʘĜȺʲ ȉĜlĊ̃ |"Ⱥ"ˮ ĜƖ lƶƖȡɔŴȺĜƖô 

the qualitative content from interviews, fieldnotes, photographs and other images 

different uttered and visualised values (and challenges) are identified across several the 

ʝ±ȡȺ ƵííĜl±ȡ̃ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ˱ !ŴŴ |"Ⱥ" Ĝȡ ȺĊ±Ɩ "Ɩ"Ŵʲȡ±| "llƶȉ|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ǹŴ"l±-node research 

questions and a value-action diagram is created. 

Overall, thiȡ lĊ"ǺȺ±ȉ ȡ±Ⱥȡ ƶɔȺ "Ɩ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí ȺĊ± ʘ"Ŵɔ± ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± bʲ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ Ŵƶl"Ŵ 

authority. So to begin, the contextual role of the council between 2015 -2017 is now laid 

out. 

5.1 Contextualising the City of York Council  

The role and remit of the City of York Council is now explained in terms of the scope of its 

boundary, the general services it provides and more specifically, the services provided in 

terms of archaeological management.  
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Figure 15˱ !|"ǺȺ±| íȉƶƌ ̄kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ kƶɔƖlĜŴ ±Ŵ±lȺĜƶƖ ̢̟̝̞ ƌ"Ǻ̅ ̓ ŝ"ƌĜ±Ⱥʞ±ŴŴȡ ̢̟̝̞ 

Image Content: Ƌ"Ǻ ƶí kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ kƶɔƖlĜŴ̃ȡ ȉ±ƌĜȺ "Ɩ| ʝ"ȉ| bƶɔƖ|"ȉĜ±ȡ ɔȡĜƖô |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ 

lƶŴƶɔȉȡ Ⱥƶ |±íĜƖ± ȺĊ± ʞĜƖƖĜƖô ǺƶŴĜȺĜl"Ŵ Ǻ"ȉȺʲ ĜƖ ±"lĊ "ȉ±"˱ ̂ʗ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖ̃ "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| Ⱥƶ 

voters, voting in their chosen constituency. (* Indicates Ward which overlaps York Central 

Area and the City Walls). 

Layout: ʱƶȉŦ bƶɔƖ|"ȉʲ Ĝȡ Ŵ±íȺ ƶí ȺĊ± l±ƖȺȉ± ƶí " ȡȅɔ"ȉ± bƶʬ˱ ě Ċ"ʘ± "||±| " ̂Ŵ±ô±Ɩ|̃ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± 

right to label the different wards.  

Velocity: This image was sourced through a Creative Commons search, and as the image 

was part of the commons, it enabled me to adapt it.  

Experience: ȹĊ± Ĝƌ"ô± l"ǺȺɔȉ±ȡ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí ʞĊ"Ⱥ Ĝȡ Ⱥ±lĊƖĜl"ŴŴʲ ̂ʱƶȉŦ̃˱ kƶƌǺȉ±Ċ±ƖȡĜƶƖ 

Ĝȡ ȺĊ± ʘ"Ŵɔ±| ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± Ċ±ȉ± "Ɩ| Ċ±ŴǺȡ Ⱥƶ ±ʬǺŴ"ĜƖ ȺĊ± Ɩ±ʬȺ ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ ƶƖ ȺĊ± kʱk̃ȡ ȉemit. 
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5.1.1 Yorkõs Perimeter & Population 

The City of York Council (CYC) is the local authority which covers the unitary district of 

York. As is visible from an inventory by the Office for National Statistics (ONS 1999), the 

CYC became a unitary authority (UA) in separating from North Yorkshire in 1996 and has 

delivered services within this city perimeter to the present day, managing both rural and 

urban parishes (72-73 & 104). The electoral wards and parishes within York have 

developed over a century: for instance, between 1854 and 1996 there were nineteen ward 

bƶɔƖ|"ȉʲ lĊ"Ɩô±ȡ "íí±lȺĜƖô ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȉ±ôĜȡȺȉ"ȺĜƶƖ |ĜȡȺȉĜlȺ ˷UK Births, Marriages and Deaths 

Indexes Online 2014). Most recently, several electoral boundary changes occurred in 2015 

(Local Government Boundary Commission for England 2014). Figure 5.1. shows the 

perimeter of City of York Council, the current electoral wards within it and the results of 

the local elections in 2015 (see above).  

ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ǺƶǺɔŴ"ȺĜƶƖ ˷ƶí ƶʘ±ȉ ̟̝̤ˮ̝̝̝˸ Ċ"ȡ ĜƖlȉ±"ȡ±| bʲ ̞̟˱̤ͅ ƶʘ±ȉ a period of thirteen years 

(above national average); this increase is attributed to high student and migration 

numbers and is estimated to increase by a further 12.2%̚ projected at 224,498 by 2032 

(ONS 2012, CYC 2017c & 2017p, 1, GL Hearn 2016, 61 & 66). It has a predominantly White 

British population of around 90% (2017c).  

5.1.2 CYC Services & Archaeological Services 

The services that the Council currently delivers to the population of York are grouped into 

four categories: Children, Education and Communities, Health, Housing and Adult Social 

Care, Economy and Place, and Customer and Corporate Services (CYC 2017d). Under these 

bȉƶ"| l"Ⱥ±ôƶȉĜ±ȡ ŴĜ± ȡ±ʘ±ȉ"Ŵ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡˮ ȡɔlĊ "ȡ ̂ȠȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜl ǹŴ"ƖƖĜƖỗ ƶȉ ̂kƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ 

"Ɩ| °ȅɔ"ŴĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ "Ɩ| b±Ɩ±"ȺĊ ȺĊ±ȡ± ŴĜ± several domains. 
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Figure 16. CYk ̂Ƞ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ̃ ˷|"ȉŦ bŴɔ± bƶʬ±ȡ˸ˮ ̂ìɔƖlȺĜƶƖȡ̃ ˷ôȉ±±Ɩ˸ "Ɩ| ̂{ƶƌ"ĜƖȡ̃ ˷ŴĜôĊȺ bŴɔ±˸ Ⱥȉ±±˱  

Numbers in black indicate where and how much data (interviews/fieldnotes) 

was obtained during fieldwork from different domains.  
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ȹĊ± |ƶƌ"ĜƖ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ ě ʞ"ȡ ȡĜȺɔ"Ⱥ±| |ɔȉĜƖô ȺĊ± k{! ǺŴ"l±ƌ±ƖȺ ʞ"ȡ ȺĊ± ̂{±ȡĜôƖˮ 

ȠɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bĜŴĜȺʲ ̑ kƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ {±Ǻ"ȉȺƌ±ƖȺ̃ ˷{Ƞ{k Ċ±ȉ±ƶƖ˸ ʞĊĜlĊ lƶʘ±ȉȡ ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl 

environment including archaeology, the conservation of listed buildings and  trees. 

kɔȉȉ±ƖȺŴʲ kʱk̃ȡ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ "Ɩ| lƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ ȉ±"lȺ Ⱥƶ ƶƖôƶĜƖô |ƶƌ±ȡȺĜl 

planning applications and other large -scale developments within the boundary of York. 

They provide (for payment), necessary investigations (e.g. desk-based assessments and 

watching briefs), formal advice and appropriate consent to planning applications that 

impact Areas of Archaeological Importance, Conservation Areas, Characterisation Areas or 

Listed Buildings (Harry 2015, Interview 4, line 46-61, CYC 2017e). Other than the NPPF, CYC 

is guided by its current draft Local Plan (CYC 2005) and the significant report by Ove Arup 

which recommends any developments which impact deposits destroy less than 5% of 

archaeological remains (this report was reviewed again in 2014) (Ove Arup & Partners 

1991, Davis et al 2001, CYC 2014a & 2017j). To inform the emerging Local Plan, the 

Heritage Topic Paper (CYC 2013c) and the subsequent Heritage Impact Appraisal (CYC 

2017k) led to the creation of a framework which judges the impact of th e Local Plan 

ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ "ô"ĜƖȡȺ ȡĜʬ |ĜȡȺĜƖlȺ lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉĜȡȺĜlȡ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±˰ 

¶ Strong urban form; 

¶ Compactness; 

¶ Landmark Monuments; 

¶ Architectural Character; 

¶ Archaeological Complexity; 

¶ Landscape and Setting. 

Importantly, these characteristics aim to enable transparent assessment of any asset within 

its wider historic environment (CYC 2013c). Alongside any archaeological activities, digital 

records of new excavations, designations and any new research emerging are created and 

inputted into the Historic Environ ment Record. This vast database can be consulted for a 

fee for either basic (£105) or enhanced (£210) searches (CYC 2017f). Other archaeological 

ʞƶȉŦ Ĝȡ ̂Ǻȉƶ"lȺĜʘ±̃ ˷ĉ"ȉȉʲ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̡ˮ ŴĜƖ± ̦̟-131) and includes  

¶ research opportunities such as the York Historic Environment Characterisation 

Project; 
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¶ community activities, such as general public talks, an annual archaeological 

conference and support to community organisations such as the Friends of York 

Walls and York Past and Present;  

¶ collaborative work with local heritage partners and experts including: the York 

Archaeological Forum (wherein council staff, archaeologists, the York Civic Trust, 

and heritage practitioners attend meetings to discuss arising matters across York); 

the Conservation Area Appraisal Panel (wherein the similar groups review selected 

planning applications); and the World Heritage Bid Committee (wherein similar 

groups and Historic England representatives discuss the next steps for a potential 

subsequent application, following the fa ilure of 2011 application).  

However, as is symptomatic of councils across England spending has decreased. The total 

cost of CYC services has over last 5years decreased from £571.1 million in 2011/12 (CYC 

2017n, 15) to £386.8 million in 2016/17 (CYC 2017o, 9). (These statistics were taken from 

ȺĊ± ȠȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ ƶí !llƶɔƖȺȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± kƶȡȺ ƶí Ƞ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ˰ " ̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ ȡǺ±lĜíĜl lƶȡȺ ƶí ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ 

could not be determined without deeper investigation beyond the scope of this thesis). 

These reductions put pressure, not only on archaeological and conservation work, but on a 

variety of policies and concerns relevant to York, managed under one roof. 

  

Figure 17. Under the roof of the CYC, West Offices by author (2015) 
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Image Content:  ȹĊ± l±ĜŴĜƖô "Ɩ| ʞĜƖ|ƶʞȡ ƶí ȺĊ± ʝ±ȡȺ ƵííĜl±ȡˮ ȡƶƌ± ƶí ȺĊ± ̂ĉƶȺ-{±ȡŦȡ̃ 

and desktops.  

Layout:  I took this photo from a sitting position looking up. The supportive beam runs left 

to right. Desktops (screens on) to the lower right. 

Velocity:  This image resides in the research database and in this thesis.  

Experience:  During my five-month placement I was logged into th e computers as a user 

"Ɩ| l"ƌ± ĜƖ Ⱥƶ ɔȡ± ȺĊ± ̂ĉƶȺ {±ȡŦȡ̃ ȺʞĜl±-three times a week. Staff members were sorted 

ĜƖȺƶ "ȉ±" |ƶƌ"ĜƖȡ "ȡ ̂Ⱥ±"ƌȡ̃ "Ɩ| ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ±ȡ± "ȉ±"ȡ ȡ±"Ⱥȡ ʞ±ȉ± ȡɔǺǺƶȡ±| Ⱥƶ b± 

interchangeable (but often people had favourite locations).  Looking at the photo brings 

the experience of shared space to mind including the open plan aspect which made it 

possible to view (and hear) people working on the other side of the floor.  

 

ĉƶʞ ̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ "ȉ± ±ʘ"Ŵɔ"Ⱥ±| "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± ȺĊ±ȡ± ƶȺher services 

Ĝȡ ĜƖȺ±ôȉ"Ŵ Ⱥƶ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ȺĊ± kʱk̃ȡ ʘ"Ŵɔ± ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±˱ ! ȉ±ʘĜ±ʞ ƶí ȺĊ± ʞ±ĜôĊȺ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± 

in policy can be gained from considering the Local Plans, which guides the future 

|±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ɔȉb"Ɩ l±ƖȺȉ± "Ɩ| ȉɔȉ"Ŵ ĊĜƖȺ±ȉŴ"Ɩ|˱ 

5.1.3 The Local Plan 

In response to new requirement laid out by the NPPF, the CYC has been working over 

several years on an emerging Local Plan ʞĊĜlĊ ʞĜŴŴ l"Ⱥ±ȉ íƶȉ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ôȉƶʞĜƖô ǺƶǺɔŴ"ȺĜƶƖˮ 

projected housing needs and the subsequent impact on city infrastructure (CYC 2017g). 

ȹĊ± kʱk̃ȡ Ǻȉ±Ǻ"ȉ"ȺĜƶƖȡ Ⱥƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ ȺĊĜȡ Ŧ±ʲ |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺ Ċ"ʘ± b±±Ɩ ƶƖôƶĜƖô ȡĜƖl± ̢̟̝̝˯ 

between 2005-̟̝̞̞ ų"bƶɔȉ̃ȡ ôƶʘ±ȉƖƌ±ƖȺ ȉ±ȅɔĜȉ±| " ̂ųƶl"Ŵ {±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ ìȉ"ƌ±ʞƶȉŦ̃ 

following PPS5, but this was superseded in 2012 by the NPPF which required smaller Local 

Plans. To avoid a Local Plan which would be exclusively guided by the NPPF, the aim of 

CYC is to produce a locally-customised document to guide planning across the whole city.  

ȹĊ± íƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô ƶʘ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ƶí ȺĊ± ̂|ȉ"íȺ̃ ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩȡ ƶí ̢̟̝̝ˮ ̟̝̞̠ˮ ̡̟̝̞ "Ɩ| ̟̝̞7 (not 

including their associated documents, which are numerous) indicates the weight of 

heritage within it. Whilst I acknowledge deeper epistemological analysis could here be 

applied (especially in research projects focused on discourse analysis) the purpose of this 
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overview here is to simply contextualise significant aspects of the qualitative data further 

below. Whilst the size of each Local Plan is outlined, considering merely the quantitative 

"ȡǺ±lȺȡ ˷Ĝ˱±˱ Ċƶʞ ƌɔlĊ Ĝȡ lƶʘ±ȉ±|ˮ Ċƶʞ ƌ"Ɩʲ ȺĜƌ±ȡ ̂Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ is mentioned) is an 

ɔƖȉ±ŴĜ"bŴ± ʞ"ʲ ƶí |±Ⱥ±ȉƌĜƖĜƖô ȺĊ± ʞ±ĜôĊȺ ƶí "Ɩʲ ôĜʘ±Ɩ ǺƶŴĜlʲ˱ ìƶȉ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ˮ ̂óȉƶʞȺĊ "Ɩ| 

ȺĊ± °lƶƖƶƌʲ̃ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ̟̝̞̤ ǺŴ"Ɩ íƶȉƌȡ "ȡ " ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜʘ±Ŵʲ ȡƌ"ŴŴ lĊ"ǺȺ±ȉˮ ʲ±Ⱥ ȺĊ± ȡȺ"Ⱥ±| ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖ̃ ƶí 

the plan shows economy to be a key priority. So, the oʘ±ȉ"ŴŴ ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ̃ˮ lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ ƶí 

policies, positioning and any other noticeable elements (such as partnering positive terms 

to policies) are also taken into account in the review of each draft. 

ȹĊɔȡˮ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ {ȉ"íȺ ̢̟̝̝ ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ ˷kʱk ̢̟̝̝˸˰ 

¶ Has 139 pages, fifteen chapters (6.6 pages mean average per chapter, 13 pages 

highest, 1 lowest)  

¶ ̢̞̣ ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ ±ƖlƶƌǺ"ȡȡ±| bʲ ȡ±ʘ±ȉ"Ŵ ̢̞ ̂ƌ±Ⱥ"-ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ̃ˮ 

¶ it mentions heritage terms (archaeology, archaeological, historic, historic character, 

historic environment and heritage) 166 times,  

¶ chapter four is dedicated to the historic environment as a meta -policy (7 pages 

long) 

¶ Heritage and the protection of the Historic Environment are prominent as part 

Local Strategy Policies (out of 5 other policies) and is prominent in the first of five 

Ǻ"ô±ȡ ˷ĜȺ Ĝȡ "Ŵȡƶ ɔȡ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ± ̂ĉƶʞ Ⱥƶ ɔȡ± ȺĊĜȡ |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺ̃ ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ˸˱ 

ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ̂ʗĜȡĜƶƖ̃ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ̚as part of sustainable development̚ begins with the following 

paragraph: 

For York, sustainable development means a vision of a vibrant historic city where 

modern life and business develop in harmony with the environment, while preserving 

ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ̃ȡ ɔƖĜȅɔ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ôe for the future  

(CYC 2005, 2). 

The vision statement highlights ʱƶȉŦ "ȡ " ̂kĜȺʲ Ƌ"ŦĜƖô ĉĜȡȺƶȉʲ̃ "Ɩ| ʘĜȡĜƶƖ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ ̞˱̢̞-

16 both signal hƶʞ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ í±"Ⱥɔȉ±ȡ "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± Ɩ±ʞ |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ ˷"Ɩ| ĜƖ 

1.15 new development is to enhance the appeal of the historic environment). Moreover, 

because of the early positioning, it is clear within the first few pages that the historic 
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environment is a key consideration for the Local Plan as a whole̚ unsurprising 

considering the weight of the PPG 15 and 16 at that time. Lastly, the draft is a relatively 

straightforward document, simply structured by an introduction and policies being 

grouped to form as chapters. 

Comparatively, three Local Plan drafts that have been created as part of the process of 

compiling a new Local Pan, are a great deal more complex (moreover, it is hard to locate 

them amidst the many documents listed on the CYC webpages).  

¶ The 3 draft plans documents examined (CYC 2013a, 2014b, 2017h) each have on 

average 307 pages (2017h has 316); 

¶ ȹĊ± ǺŴ"Ɩȡ "ȉ± ȡȺȉɔlȺɔȉ±| bʲ ̤ ̂ȡ±lȺĜƶƖȡ̃ ʞĊĜlĊ ±ƖlƶƌǺ"ȡȡ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ ȡɔb-sections 

ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ±ƌˮ ̣ ƶí ȺĊ±ƌ Ǻ±ȉȺ"ĜƖĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂ʗĜȡĜƶƖ ȠȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ̃ ôĜʘ±Ɩ in the first 

ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ ˷̂a"lŦôȉƶɔƖ| "Ɩ| ʗĜȡĜƶƖ˯ ųƶl"Ŵ ȠȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôʲ kƶƖȺ±ʬȺ̃̚all located on page 3); 

¶ These sections and sub-section encompass (on average) 98 policies (most recent 

total is 108); 

¶ All the plans highlight in their preliminaries the various key poli cies such as the 

NPPF and Localism Act, recent consultations (including the Heritage Impact 

Appraisal and Heritage Topic Paper) and ongoing consultation strategies, which 

they draw on as evidence base; 

¶ The three plans mention the heritage terms (as above) on average 330 times (most 

recent 336); 

¶ On average 19 pages (most recent 21) from the sub-section specifically pertaining 

Ⱥƶ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌ"Ɩ"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ "Ɩ| ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"ƖȺ ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡˮ ǺƶȡĜȺĜƶƖ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ± íĜíȺĊ ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖ 

ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ̃ ƶí ȺĊ± ǺŴ"Ɩȡ˱ 

Notably, in all three new drafts the structure of information is complexly comprised; in the 

íĜȉȡȺ Ⱥʞƶ ǺŴ"Ɩȡ ȺĊĜȡ Ĝȡ "llƶȉ|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ " ʘĜȡĜƶƖ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ ôĜʘ±Ɩ "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ȺĊ± ̂ųƶl"Ŵ ȠȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜl 

kƶƖȺ±ʬȺ̃ ˷̟̝̞̠"ˮ ̠˸ "ȡ ȺĊ± ȡĜʬ ȡ±lȺĜƶƖȡ ˷ȺĊĜȡ ȡȺȉɔlȺɔȉ± Ĝȡ "|ƶǺȺ±| ĜƖȺƶ ȺĊ± ƌƶȉ± ȉ±l±ƖȺ ǺŴ"Ɩ 

with some ȺĜȺŴ± lĊ"Ɩô±ȡ˸˱ ȹĊ± ƌƶȡȺ ȉ±l±ƖȺ ̂ʗĜȡĜƶƖ ȠȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺ̃ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ųƶl"Ŵ ȠȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜl 

Context given in the most recent form of the plan:  
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The Council will secure the future of York as a prosperous, progressive, and 

sustainable city, giving the highest priority to the wellbeing of its residents, whilst 

protecting the fabric and culture of t his world-famous historic city 

(CYC 2017h, 3). 

With the NPPF being a presumption in favour of sustainable development it is 

unsurprising that the vision statement of the draft focɔȡ±ȡ ƶƖ ̂ǺȉƶȡǺ±ȉĜȺʲ "Ɩ| Ǻȉƶôȉ±ȡȡĜƶƖ̃ 

first, whilst the focus on heritage is placed within a global context at the end of the 

sentence. In essence, the protection of heritage of York remains a key consideration but its 

weight has developed since the 2005 draft plan; it is now more of a support to progress 

rather than an equal force in harmony with new development.   

Having completed this overview and consideration of the changes to the valuation (or 

weighting)  of heritage within the Local Plans, how tourism í±"Ⱥɔȉ±ȡ "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ȺĊ± kʱk̃ȡ 

ongoing evaluation of heritage is now outlined.  

5.1.4 York & Heritage Tourism 

ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȺƶɔȉĜȡƌ Ĝȡ ȡɔǺǺƶȉȺ±| bʲ ĜȺȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊĜȡ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺ Ĝȡ Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ±| ĜƖ bƶȺĊ 

national and local data. Statistics gathered by VisitBritain estimate York as being ninth in 

the top twenty most visited cities (by national visitors) in England between 2013-15 

(VisitBritain 2017, figure 17). These same statistics indicate that York is the second most 

visited city regionally after Scarborough in North Yorkshire. Despite a margin of error in 

the data (acknowledged in their online spreadsheets), VisitBritain has deemed their 

ȡȺ"ȺĜȡȺĜlȡ "bŴ± Ⱥƶ ǺȉƶʘĜ|± Ŵƶl"Ŵ "ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ ̄ʞĜȺĊ " ôƶƶ| ĜƖ|Ĝl"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ȉ"Ɩô± ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ 

visitor numbers and spend faŴŴ ĜƖȺƶ̅ ˷̟̝̞̤˸˱  
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Figure 18. Bar Chart showing top-ten estimated figures of city visitors to cities in England between 2013-15 

"|"ǺȺ±| íȉƶƌ ̂ųƶl"Ŵ !ɔȺĊƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ ȠǺȉ±"|ȡĊ±±Ⱥ̃ ˷ʗĜȡĜȺaȉĜȺ"ĜƖ ̟̝̞̤˸ 

Furthermoreˮ ʗĜȡĜȺʱƶȉŦ ˷ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ƶííĜlĜal tourism office) collates further visitor statistics 

through ticketed transactions (either paid or free) (2018). They announced in February 

2016 that in 2014 York benefitted (among other highlights) from:  

¶ 6.8 million visitors (both UK based and overseas) 

¶ The tourism industry contributed to 20,300 jobs (1 in 5) in the city.  

¶ Annual visitors spend £608 million (up 6% from the previous year) 

(VisitYork 2016). 

These statistics are updated on a monthly basis (VisitYork 2018). Furthermore, from their 

most recent Visitor Survey, VisitYork has highlighted the motivation for visitors consist of:  

¶ °ƖŞƶʲĜƖô ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ !ƌbĜ±Ɩl± 91%,  

¶ Eating and Drinking 89%  

¶ and Shopping 71% and 

¶ Visiting its attractions 63% 

(VisitYork 2015a). 

2551

2306 2278

1671
1551 1547

1406
1336

1244
1158

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

1

Estimated Total Trips (1000s) 2013-15 in England 

Manchester

Birmingham

City Of London

Scarborough

Bristol

Leeds

Liverpool

Blackpool

York

Newcastle upon Tyne



162 

 

Whilst it is difficult to discern from the data Ċƶʞ ̂!ƌbĜ±Ɩl±̃ l"Ɩ b± "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± 

general historic environment, however, this term can b± lƶƖƖ±lȺ±| Ⱥƶ ̂ȡ±Ɩȡ± ƶí ǺŴ"l±̃. 

Ƌƶȉ±ƶʘ±ȉˮ "Ɩ "ȺȺȉ"lȺĜƶƖ Ĝȡ |±íĜƖ±| bʲ ʗĜȡĜȺʱƶȉŦ "ȡ " ȡĜȺ± ʞĊĜlĊ ǺȉƶʘĜ|±ȡ ̄±ƖȺ±ȉȺ"ĜƖƌ±ƖȺˮ 

ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺˮ ƶȉ ±|ɔl"ȺĜƶƖ̅ ɔƖ|±ȉ ȡĜƖôŴ± ƌ"Ɩagement, wherein an admission fee can be 

charged to visitors without prior booking (Raws on 2016). Examining their 2015 Big 

Attractions Monitor , ten out the eleven can be described as heritage attractions in that 

they make evident or draw attention to diffe rent aspects of the past:  

1. the National Railway Museum 

(NRM), 

2. YorkBoat,  

3. the Castle Museum,  

4. the Yorkshire Museum,  

5. York Minster 

6. kŴĜííƶȉ|̃ȡ ȹƶʞ±ȉˮ  

7. Jorvik,  

8. ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ kĊƶlƶŴ"Ⱥ± ȠȺƶȉʲˮ  

9. the York Dungeon and  

10. York City Sightseeing in York and  

11. Castle Howard, 15 miles outside 

of York 

(VisitYork, Big Attractions Monitor, 2015b) 

Furthermore, all of the Small Attractions are of heritage  quality, two of which are physically 

integrated as part of the Walls (indicated by *): 

1. the Bar Convent,  

2. Barley Hall,  

3. the Cold War Bunker,  

4. DIG,  

5. Fairfax House,  

6. the Henry VII Experience at 

Micklegate Bar,*  

7. Holgate Windmill,  

8. the Mansion House,  

9. ȺĊ± Ƌ±ȉlĊ"ƖȺ !|ʘ±ƖȺɔȉ±ȉȡ̃ ĉ"ŴŴˮ  

10. the Quilt Museum (since closed)  

11. the Richard III Experience*,  

12. ȹȉ±"ȡɔȉ±ȉ̃ȡ ĉƶɔȡ±ˮ  

13. the York Army Museum,  

14. York Brewery and  

15. the Yorkshire Museum of 

Farming.  

   

(VisitYork, Small Attractions Monitor, 2014) 

There is one additional attraction identified as important to visitors: the City Walls also 

í±"Ⱥɔȉ± "ȡ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ʗĜȡĜȺʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ƌƶƖĜȺƶȉĜƖô˱ {ɔȉĜƖô Ⱥȉ"Ɩȡ"lȺĜƶns visitors are asked whether 
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they intend to visit them and as a result have been confirmed by a VisitYork spokesperson 

to be the third biggest attraction (albeit non -ticketed) of the city, despite the 

acknowledged difficulty in gathering solid data on thi s statement (Rawson 2016). To 

lƶƌǺŴ±ƌ±ƖȺ ȺĊĜȡ |"Ⱥ"ˮ ȺĊ± ƌƶȡȺ ȉ±l±ƖȺ kʱk aĜô ʱƶȉŦ Ƞɔȉʘ±ʲ ȉ±ȡɔŴȺȡ lƶŴŴ±lȺ±| íȉƶƌ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ 

residents  ȡĊƶʞ ȺĊ"Ⱥ "ll±ȡȡ Ⱥƶ ̂kɔŴȺɔȉ"Ŵ ƵǺǺƶȉȺɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ ˷ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô "ll±ȡȡ Ⱥƶ ŴĜbȉ"ȉĜ±ȡ "Ɩ| 

ƌɔȡ±ɔƌȡ˸ ȅɔ"ŴĜíʲ ʱƶȉŦ "ȡ ȡƶƌ±ʞĊ±ȉ± "ȡ ̄ôƶƶ| Ⱥƶ ŴĜʘ±̅ íƶȉ ̤̞ͅ ƶí ȉ±ȡĜ|±ƖȺȡ̚below Low 

Crime Rate, Health services (e.g. doctors, hospitals), Good schools, Good public transport 

links, Clean streets, Access to nature, green spaces, Parks and open spaces (CYC 2013b).  

 

Figure 19. Bar chart adapted from Big York Survey (CYC 2013b). 

Combining both the visitor and residential surveys, these statistics essentially indicate that 

heritage (in terms of attractions and museums/cultural centres) are of high appeal.  
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The data above contextualises the remit of CYC services and the pressurised role of 

archaeological services within these. It then gives some indication of the developing 

weight and role of heritage within draft Local Plans between 2005-2017. Lastly, the 

tourism appeal of the city of York is examined through national and local statistics. Whilst 

the above contextual data has given some indication of the value of heritage to the local 

authority, I now turn to consider more deeply the accounts of practitioners working at the 

West Offices.  

5.2 The CYC Data 

 

Figure 20. Sitting at the Hot Desks on the Third Floor, by author (2015) 

Image Content: ! ̂|±ȡŦ ȡĊƶȺ̃ "lȉƶȡȡ ƌʲ |±ȡŦ "Ɩ| ƶʘ±ȉ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± Ⱥȉ±± lƶƖȡ±ȉʘ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶííĜl±ȉ̃ȡ 

desk (her notebook is just visible, as well aȡ ƌʲ |±ȡŦȺƶǺ̃ȡ ƌƶɔȡ±ˮ ƌʲ ǺĊƶƖ± "Ɩ| l"ƌ±ȉ" 

case). At the centre-forefront is one of many mugs, given to me as I was included in many 

tea-runs by the Local Plan team or the DSCD team. Value-action: tea sharing collaboration. 

Layout: Mug in the centre, to dra w attention to it and its cartoon design.  

Velocity:  This image resides in the research database and in this thesis. 

Experience: Looking at this image reminds me of the comradery of the team I worked 

with and the experience (and pressures!) of diplomatic office work (still a mystery to a lone 
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PhD researcher). The mug literally jumps into my sight and makes me want to show 

others.  

Alongside understanding the value of heritage through planning documents and statistics, 

I conducted ethnographic fieldwork durin g a placement period of 45 days. As has been 

discussed in Chapter Four, the office dynamics meant I did not participate in many 

lƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜʘ± "lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ ʞĜȺĊ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ɩl± lƶɔŴ| ƖƶȺ ô"ȺĊ±ȉ "ȡ ƌɔlĊ ̂"lȺĜʘĜȺʲ ȉĜlĊ̃ 

data (important to the value -action argument). However, the qualitative data captured 

(fieldnotes, photographs and interviews) does offer some situated insight and viewpoints 

of different council staff within these six domains: 

¶ Heritage and Archaeological Management, 

¶ General Planning,  

¶ Neighbourhood Planning,  

¶ the Local Plan  

¶ -- (including Transport & Infrastructure),  

¶ and Communities and Equalities.  

Some of the following extracts from data are given, showing varying opinions and 

statements relevant to heritage management. They were shared again with participants in 

2017 as part of the ongoing consent process.  

The interviews and fieldnotes gathered offer a multitude of overlapping information which 

can be examined and presented in various ways. Through a thematic coding process Top 

Ten sub-themes are presented for each domain in simple charts below. The Top Ten 

charts reveal the most frequent sub-themes brought up by participants, which did not 

always centre around the subject matter of heritage.  
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5.2.1 Top Ten Charts  

 

Figure 21. Top Ten sub-themes covering for Communities & Equalities 

 

 

Figure 22. Top Ten sub-themes for General Planning 
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Figure 23. Top ten sub-themes for Transport & Infrastructure  

 

 

Figure 24. Top Ten sub-themes for Local Plan 
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Figure 25. Top ten sub-themes for Neighbourhood Planning  

 

 

Figure 26. Top ten sub-themes for Heritage & Archaeological Management  
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Figure 27. Key Themes for TOTAL CYC domain data 
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Figure 28. Percentage of words coded to Key Themes for all CYC domains
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The Bar Chart and Hierarchy chart visualised (figures 26 & 27) compare the total 

percentage and total amount (respectively) of words coded to key themes (and therefore 

all sub-themes) in the interviews and fieldnotes across all CYC domains (See B.iii for the 

Excel spreadsheets where these charts were created). 

By presenting the Top Ten charts and Key Themes charts the reader can consider different 

approaches to the data and judge the quantitative aspects of my interpretative analysis 

(i.e. how much coding had I attributed to certain areas). However, I am wary of overly 

reducing words to numbers (St. Pierre & Jackson 2014, 715) in light of my theoretical 

approach focusing on highest frequency codes would not help to show what is necessarily 

cȉɔlĜ"Ŵ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ǺȉƶŞ±lȺ ĜƖȅɔĜȉʲ ˷Ƞ"Ŵ|"Ɯ" ̟̝̝̦ˮ ̞̟̟˸˱ {ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƖô ȺĊ± ȺĊ±ƌ±ȡ ȉ±Ŵ±ʘ"ƖȺ Ⱥƶ 

heritage management is vital here even if they were not discussed at length. During the 

write up of  the next section, I have teased out specific themes that feature in the data 

relevant to the research inquiry. Initially, the plan was to present all of the eight Key 

Themes alongside selected extracts from the data. These could be pulled to the fore 

ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ̂lƶ|ĜƖô ȅɔ±ȉĜ±ȡ̃ ƶƖ ƕʗĜʘƶ ˷ȡ±± !ǺǺ±Ɩ|Ĝʬ !˱ʬ˸˱ ìƶȉ ±"lĊ ȺĊ±ƌ± ȺĊĜȡ "ltivity 

brought up many extracts and writing with them highlighted that words are essentially 

̄±ʬǺŴƶ|ĜƖô ʞĜȺĊ ƌ±"ƖĜƖô |±í±ȉȉ±|̅ ˷ȠȺ˱ ǹĜ±ȉȉ± ̑ ŝ"lŦȡƶƖ ̡̟̝̞ˮ ̤̞̣˸˱ !ȡ ȡɔlĊˮ ȺĊ± íƶŴŴƶʞĜƖô 

themes̚Difficulties, Context, Resources, and Collaborative Action̚ are not discussed in 

their own headings because it became obvious that writing about them would result in 

dull repetition . TĊ±ȡ± ȺĊ±ƌ±ȡ ȉ±íŴ±lȺ ̄Ǻ"ȉȺ "Ɩ| Ǻ"ȉl±Ŵ̅ ˷Ⱥƶ lƶĜƖ " ǺĊȉ"ȡ± ɔȡ±| bʲ ƶƖ± ƶí ȺĊ± 

participants in the group interview) of local council work. Ins tead, the following discussion 

focuses on four areas deemed central to the theoretical discussion: Vision, Values, 

Communication & Media, and Locality, whilst the other four are woven within the 

interpretations, alongside images judged to be relevant to th ese themes. As direct extracts 

from the data are presented please refer to Appendix B.ii for fieldnotes and Appendix F for 

interviews. 
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5.2.2 Key Thematic Discussion 

VISION 

Visions for Local and Neighbourhood Planning 

 

Figure 29˱ ̂k"ȉƶŴĜƖ±̃ȡ lƶǺʲ̃ ƶí ȺĊ± ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ ǹȉ±í±ȉȉ±| ƵǺȺĜƶƖȡ {ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺˮ bʲ "ɔȺĊƶȉ ˷̢̟̝̞˸ 

Image Content: The document in question, shown placed on top of other documents on 

" ȡƌ"ŴŴ ȉƶɔƖ| ʞƶƶ|±Ɩ Ⱥ"bŴ± ĜƖ "Ɩ ±ƖlŴƶȡ±| ̂Ǻƶ| ƶííĜl±̃ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ʝ±ȡȺ ƵííĜl±ȡ˱ ȹĊ± Ĝƌ"ô± ƶƖ 

the document is a red city-scape of York (including York Minster), superimposed with the 

ark of the Millennium Bridge. Value-"lȺĜƶƖ˰ ǺĜlȺɔȉĜƖô ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "Ⱥ ȺĊ± íȉƶƖȺ ƶí ȺĊĜȡ 

document highlights its importance to the city.  

Layout: Portrait layout to coinc ide with document.  



173 

 

 

 

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and in this thesis. The image of the 

Local Plan document can be found on the CYC website (CYC 2013a)  

Experience: Caroline was never identified (she remains anonymous), but the name on the 

page highlights the fact that different members of the Local Pan team were working on 

these documents, editing them collaboratively (a process taking over 12 years.)  

 

 

Figure 30˱ ̂ť±ʲ °ʘĜ|±Ɩl± a"ȡ±̃ Ǻ"ô± ̡̟̦ˮ bʲ "ɔȺĊƶȉ ˷̟̝̞5) 

Image Content: ƵƖ± ƶí ƌ"Ɩʲ ̂±ʘĜ|±Ɩl± b"ȡ±̃ bƶʬ±ȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ ǹȉ±í±ȉȉ±| 

Options Document. 

Layout: Landscape to coincide with evidence base box 

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The page within the 

Local Plan Preferred Option (2013a) document can be found on the CYC website.  

Experience: !ȡ Ƌ"ȉŦ ±ʬǺŴ"ĜƖ±| ĜƖ ĊĜȡ ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̄ȺĊĜȡ ʞ"ȡ ƌƶȉ± ƶí ȺĊ± ±ʘĜ|±Ɩl± "Ɩ| ȺĊ± 

ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ±Ɩ"bŴ± ȺĊ±ȡ± ƌ±"ȡɔȉ±ȡ Ⱥƶ b± ǺɔȺ ĜƖȺƶ ǺŴ"l±̅ˮ ȺĊɔȡ ȡĊƶʞĜƖô ƌ± ʞĊ"Ⱥ 
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|±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"ȺĜƖô ̂±ʘĜ|±Ɩl± b"ȡ±̃ ƌ±"ƖȺ ĜƖ ȺĊ± lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ ƶí " ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ˱ ě ȅɔĜlŦŴʲ b±l"ƌ± 

overwhelmed by the information one needed to consult in order to be fully informed of 

the policies.  

 

A key vision for the DCSD is the Local Plan. The developing Local Plan forms as the stages 

tƶʞ"ȉ|ȡ " ̄ʘĜȡĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ǺŴ"Ɩ̅ˮ "ȡ ƶƖ± Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺ ˷" lĜȺʲ ȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜȡȺ˸ ±ʬǺŴ"ĜƖ±|ˮ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±ȡ 

̄ȠǺ"ȺĜ"Ŵ ȠȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôʲ̅ ˷ó±ƶȉô± ̢̟̝̞ˮ ìĜ±Ŵ|ƖƶȺ±ȡ ̟ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̞̞̦-142). Sitting in an office, in front of a 

ƌ"Ǻ ƶí ȺĊ± ̂ǹȉ±í±ȉȉ±| ƵǺȺĜƶƖȡ̃ˮ ȡȺɔlŦ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ʞ"ŴŴˮ Ċ± ȺƶŴ| ƌ± ȺĊĜȡ was a process that 

incorporated  heritage as evidence alongside other strategic priorities̚ƶȉ ̄ȡŴĜl±ȡ ĜƖ " 

l"Ŧ±̅̚ʞĊ±Ɩ ŴƶƶŦĜƖô "Ⱥ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ƶʘ±ȉ"ŴŴ |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ˱ ȠȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôĜl ǺȉĜƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ ʞ±ȉ± |±ȡlȉĜb±| "ȡ 

±ĜȺĊ±ȉ ̄|ȉĜʘ±ȉȡ̅ ˷ȡɔlĊ "ȡ ĊƶɔȡĜƖô |±ƌ"Ɩ|ȡ˸ ƶȉ ̄ȡĊ"Ǻ±ȉȡ̅ ˷ȡɔlĊ "s retaining historic assets); 

these are in balance or tension and often change. For instance, as related here (Mark 2015, 

see Interview 3, ln. 554-558) the housing driver or the level of allocated housing had to be 

reviewed after October 2014 after two members of the council ̄|±í±lȺ±|̅ the proposed 

options for the Local Plan. In addition, whilst the city strategist attributed heritage with 

both education and as a way of defining the character of areas, he also highlights that 

weighing up heritage in the pro cess of Spatial Strategy is viewed negatively by politicians, 

whilst developers can see this shaper as a hurdle if perceived to be constraining the area 

(George 2015, Fieldnotes 2, ln. 142).  

Whilst this issue is not new, fitting in heritage with other pri orities has to occur within a 

new planning framework: i.e. via Neighbourhood Planning (NP). NPs are deemed as 

statutory documents underpinning a very specific form of residential vision which can be 

used to protect heritage or character within an area. NPs enables community 

organisations to develop a plan that supports their area and can incorporate heritage 

alongside other priorities, such as the retention of natural spaces: 

I think neighbourhood planning is useful to protect areas. And it works from a 

natural perspective, not just heritage. Like if you have green spaces that are 

particularly important for local people, they can protect it through the 

neighbourhood plan. And of course, heritage can be as well 
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(Gill 2015, Interview 8, ln. 137-140). 

She stressed that, as part of the NP process, basic conditions must be met: 

¶ A plan must have appropriate regard to national policy;  

¶ It must conform to the strategic elements of the local plan;  

 ¶ In order to be compatible with EU obligations - a Strategic Environmental 

Assessment may need to be carried out if the plan is likely to have significant 

environmental effects; 

¶ It must also be compatible with human rights obligations;  

¶ It should be based on up to date and robust evidence. 

Extract from Neighbourhood  Planning Process (CYC 2017i). 

Contra to the above guidelines however, the officer emphasised that a Strategic 

Environment Assessment (SEA) must be carried out and this research will incorporate 

ƶȺĊ±ȉ ǺȉĜƶȉĜȺĜ±ȡ˰ ̄a"ȡĜl"ŴŴʲ "Ɩʲ ǺŴ"Ɩ Ɩ±±|ȡ Ⱥƶ |ƶ ȺĊĜȡ Ƞ°!˱ !Ɩ| ĜȺ̃ȡ ƶíȺ±Ɩ lƶƌbĜƖ±| ʞĜȺĊ " 

ȡɔȡȺ"ĜƖ"bĜŴĜȺʲ "ǺǺȉ"Ĝȡ"Ŵ̅ ˷óĜŴŴ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̣ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̞̥̝-181). In several discussions, the NP 

ƶííĜl±ȉ ȡȺȉ±ȡȡ±| ȺĊ± Ɩ±±| íƶȉ ˷"Ɩ| ŴĜƌĜȺ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí˸ ȺĊ± kƶɔƖlĜŴ̃ȡ ȉƶŴ± Ⱥƶ "ȡȡĜȡȺ ǹ"ȉĜȡĊ kƶɔƖlĜŴȡ 

to develop policies that were prop erly written, could incorporate appropriate evidence 

that account for the status of the historic environment in their areas and the wider 

opinions of residents and businesses (Gill 2015, Fieldnotes 5, ln. 18-21). In regard to the 

latter, the NP officer raiȡ±| Ċ±ȉ lƶƖl±ȉƖ "bƶɔȺ ȡƶƌ± ƕǹ ôȉƶɔǺȡ̃ Ŵ"lŦ ƶí |ĜȡlŴƶȡɔȉ± ƶí ȺĊ±Ĝȉ 

consultation methods (Gill 2015, Fieldnotes 1, ln. 210-217). In other discussion, she adds 

that (from her experience) some NP groups utilise heritage to promote areas and as a 

barrier to change (Gill 2015, Interview 6, ln. 413-418). A General Planning Officer also 

highlighted this distrust of  NP groups, using the example that NP groups make use of 

population statistics to support their views, but these are not considered strong standards 

of evidence base and are utilised to block development (Max 2015, Interview 1, ln. 95-

101).  

The requirement for unbiased information from NP groups is emphasised in the data as 

Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ̂ťƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ó"ȺĊ±ȉĜƖỗ ĜƖ ȺĊ± kƶŴŴ"bƶȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ȠǺ±lȺȉɔƌ ȡɔb-themes. This emphasis 

seems to be heightened in York because there is a chance NPs may be adopted before the 

new Local Plan is finalised: already then-current drafts were in conflict with the Local Plan 
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(Gill 2015, Fieldnotes 1, 140-143). Dependable heritage information is seen to stem from 

other organisations: i.e. the NP officer highlights on several occasions that NP groups can 

seek advice from Historic England and other Heritage Amenity bodies (Gill 2015, 

Fieldnotes 1, ln. 172 & 178 & Fieldnotes 5, ln. 13-14). However, it became apparent 

through research within the Heritage and Archaeological domain there are several 

ƶǺǺƶȉȺɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ íƶȉ ̂ĜƖ-Ċƶɔȡ±̃ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± |"Ⱥ" Ⱥƶ b± ɔȺĜŴĜȡ±| íƶȉ ȺĊ± b±Ɩ±íĜȺ ƶí ƕǹȡˮ "ȡ Ĝȡ 

discussed below. 

Visions for heritage & revealing key information  

Image Content: ȠĊ±±Ⱥȡ ƶí ƖƶȺ± Ǻ"Ǻ±ȉ ƌ"ȉŦ±| bʲ bƶȺĊ ƌĜƖ± "Ɩ| ȺĊ± "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ȡȺ"íí̃ȡ 

̂|ƶƶ|ŴĜƖỗˮ ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ⱥ±| "ȡ ʞ± |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| ȺĊ± ĉ°Ȉ˱ ʗ"Ŵɔ±-action: trying to achieve shared 

understanding on a complex matter.  

Layout: Both notepapers indicate a play on the layout of paper to create different 

understandings of the structure of the HER. 

Figure 31˱ {ƶƶ|ŴĜƖô ʘĜȡĜƶƖ íȉ"ƌ±ʞƶȉŦȡ ̑ lĊ"ŴŴ±Ɩô±ȡ íƶȉ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ĉ°Ȉˮ bʲ "ɔȺĊƶȉ ˷̢̟̝̞˸ 
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Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The original 

notepapers have since been destroyed.  

Experience: In discussing my placement work, the archaeological staff explained how 

exactly the HER is formed. He described the HER as a labyrinth of information and an 

iceberg which is still growing with every archaeological event and any new information on 

designated assets. These notes highlight the differences between our conceptual thinking: 

ĊĜȡ ĜƖʘƶŴʘ±ȡ ƌ"Ɩʲ ƌƶȉ± bƶʬ±ȡ "Ɩ| |ʲƖ"ƌĜl "ȉȉƶʞȡˮ ʞĊĜŴȡȺ ƌĜƖ± Ĝȡ ƌƶȉ± ̂ȡ±ôƌ±ƖȺ±|̃ ʞĜȺĊ 

an illustration. 

 

Within Heritage & Archaeological Management data, the most perceptible vision at the 

time was the goal of better revealing the historic environment for more people . The 

objectives towards this vision were: 

¶ ȹƶ ƌ"Ŧ± ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ĉĜȡȺƶȉĜl °ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ Ȉ±lƶȉ| ˷ĉ°Ȉ˸ ƌƶȉ± "ll±ȡȡĜbŴ±  

¶ ȹƶ ±ƖĊ"Ɩl± "Ɩ| ɔǺ|"Ⱥ± ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ƶɔȺ ƶí |"Ⱥ± ̠{ |±ǺƶȡĜȺ ƌƶ|±Ŵ 

¶ To reveal more important archaeology in place to the layperson, beyond common 

assumptions. 
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Figure 32˱ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ĉaȠƋȈ˾ĉ°Ȉˮ bʲ "ɔȺĊƶȉ ˷̢̟̝̞˸ 

Image Content: ěƌ"ô± ƶí ȺĊ± |±ȡŦ ȺƶǺ ȡlȉ±±Ɩ ƶí ȺĊ± ĉaȠƋȈ ǺƶȉȺ"Ŵ ʞĜȺĊ "Ɩ ̂°ʘ±ƖȺ̃ ȉ±lƶȉ| 

(in this case an aerial photo) in a pop up box.  

Layout: Landscape to capture the entire view of the desktop screen. 

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The HBSMR record 

itself can only be accessed via the CYC portal (if you have been allotted access by the IT 

services). 

Experience: This screen shot highlighted my keenness to learn about the HER. I was trying 

to take in every detail shared by the archaeological staff, but taking notes and 

photographs.   

Through writing a placement report regarding the interoperabil ity of the HER, I gathered 

further information on this  specific goal. The archaeological staff wanted to produce a HER 

which could reveal the historic environment more fully by making the data already kept 

ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ĜȺ ƌƶȉ± ̄lŴ±"Ɩ "Ɩ| lƶƌǺȉ±Ċ±ƖȡĜbŴ± Ⱥƶ " ʞĜ|± ȉ"Ɩô± ƶí "ɔ|Ĝ±Ɩl±ȡ̅ "ȡ lɔȉȉ±ƖȺŴʲ ĜȺ Ĝȡ 
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inaccessible to the layperson both physically and in terms of readability (Harry 2015, 

Interview 4, 81-82). The ultimate goal was to link the HER with other existing portals, 

including the York Explore Online Archives and the Yorkshire Museum Trust online 

collection. And to enable users to upload personal historic photographs, other relevant 

heritage content and memories.  

Image Content : On this notepaper, the archaeological staff presented his concepts of 

how datasets could be linked together. In this case, arrows indicate how the HBSMR are 

"Ŵȉ±"|ʲ ŴĜƖŦ±| Ⱥƶ óěȠ "Ɩ| ̂ųĜbȉ"ȉʲųĜƖŦ̃ ˷ȺĊ± Ŵ"ȺȺ±ȉ ±Ɩ"bŴĜƖô ±ʬȺ±ȉƖ"Ŵ |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺȡˮ ʞ±bŴĜƖŦȡ 

and images to be gathered within the HBSMR). The HBMSR is also linking to Heritage 

Gateway (indicated by HG) which is a nationwide portal for HERs. To the bottom right are 

doodled the different historic datasets relevant to York (YMT, YCA, YPP) which the staff 

aim to connect the HER with. The vision is essentially drawn out. 

Layout: Different boxes and arrows show how the HER could be connected to other 

|"Ⱥ"ȡ±Ⱥȡ˱ ȹĊ± Ŵ"ʲƶɔȺ ƶí ȺĊ± bƶʬ±ȡ ĜƖ|Ĝl"Ⱥ± " ȡƶɔôĊȺ ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖ̃˱ 

Figure 33. Further doodles on HER interoperability-- drawn by Harry, photograph by author (2015)  
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Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The original 

notepapers have since been destroyed. 

Experience: Looking at notepaper I find the sketchy boxes appealing. They communicate 

ȺĊ± ȡȺ"íí̃ȡ ʘĜȡĜƶƖ Ⱥƶ ƌƶʘ± íƶȉʞ"ȉ|˱  

Ultimately, the accessibility of data and the interlinking between portals would directly 

ĜƌǺ"lȺ ƶȉ ±ƖĊ"Ɩl± ƌƶȉ± Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ ɔƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶí ̂ǺŴ"l±̃ˮ ±Ɩ"bŴĜƖô ȺĊ±ƌ Ⱥƶ b± ƌƶȉ± 

active in decision-making.  

ě̃ƌ " ôȉ±"Ⱥ b±ŴĜ±ʘ±ȉ ĜƖ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± Ĝȡ Ǻƶʞ±ȉ ˹˲˺ Ƞƶ 

making the record more accessible, I think for me, is very much tied up with that 

idea of providing people with in formation and knowledge that they can then deploy 

in the arguments that they put forward about the places that they live in  

(Harry 2015, Interview 4, ln. 182-192). 

In addition, providing the opportunity for people to make data contributions to the HER 

was ȡ±±Ɩ Ⱥƶ ±ƖĊ"Ɩl± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± íɔȉȺĊ±ȉ˰ ̄Ŧ±±ǺĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ |"Ⱥ"ˮ lȉ±"ȺĜƖô " Ċƶƌ± íƶȉ ĜȺ 

ʞĜŴŴ bȉĜƖô ȡƶƌ± ȡƶȉȺ ƶí ʘ"Ŵɔ± ĜƖ ȺĊ± íɔȺɔȉ±̅ ˷ĉ"ȉȉʲ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̡ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̢̠̦-540). This is 

important to processes like Neighbourhood Planning, however at the time of f ieldwork the 

issue over the access of the HER to both internal and external colleagues was clearly 

recognised:  

Gill: Historic England, one of the statutory bodies that I consult with, do they have 

access to the Historic Environment Record? Or is it just the council officers? 

ĉ"ƖƖ"Ċ˰ ʱ±"Ċ˰ ĜȺ̃ȡ ŞɔȡȺ ɔȡ˳ 

Gill: Right. Because obviously, they provide comments on any emerging 

neighbourhood plan, and they would flag up if there was likely to be any impact on 

the national assets. But then I suppose it would be down to us and our officers to 

pull up if there is anything else on the Historic Environment Record. Especially if the 

lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ l"Ɩ̃Ⱥ "ll±ȡȡ ĜȺ ʲ±Ⱥ˱ 

˹˲˺ 
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ĉ"ƖƖ"Ċ˰ ȹĊ±ʲ lƶɔŴ|Ɩ̃Ⱥ ŴƶƶŦ "Ⱥ ƶɔȉȡ b±l"ɔȡ±ˮ ŴĜŦ± ě ȡ"ʲˮ ĜȺ̃ȡ "Ɩ ĜƖ-house system. An 

HBSMR system. 

(Hannah & Gill 2015, Interview 8, ln. 141-163). 

Whilst Historic England have their own resources to consult, this lack of access to the HER 

highlights the issue in gaining the most compre hensive information to pull up in house 

and consequently the hypothetical  role that the heritage staff could play during 

Neighbourhood Planning. Moreover, this connection between Historic England and Local 

Authorities and which level of record should be determined continues to be discussed two 

years later with regards to the access of HERs (CIfA 2017b, 5-6).  

Other in-house information includes the York Historic Environment Characterisation 

Project (drawing from the Historic Landscape Characterisation work by Historic England). 

The heritage officer highlights the ability for the  York Historic Environment 

Characterisation Project to give insight useful to both planning officers (to an extent) and 

community groups as it is more accessible, both practically and in terms of legibility than 

the HER (Hannah 2015, Interview 9, ln. 665-671). Therefore, the vision of revealing the 

historic environment has been achieved with the Characterisation Project resource (one 

ʞĊĜlĊ Ĝȡ ȡɔôô±ȡȺ±| lƶɔŴ| ȡɔǺǺŴ±ƌ±ƖȺ ƕǹ Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ±ȡ˸ ʲ±Ⱥ "Ⱥ ȺĊ± ȺĜƌ± ĜȺ ȡ±±ƌȡ Ⱥƶ ʞƶȉŦ ̂"ȡ " 

ǺƶȡȡĜbĜŴĜȺʲ̃ ȉ"ȺĊ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ɩ b±ĜƖô "ǺǺŴĜed in practice at the time of interviewing.  

Visions for the City Walls  

Another important vision within the Heritage and Archaeological domain involves the City 

ʝ"ŴŴȡˮ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ƌƶȡȺ ±ʬǺ"ƖȡĜʘ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡȡ±Ⱥ˱ ȹĊ± ʝ"ŴŴȡ ƶʘ±ȉŴ"Ǻ ʞĜȺĊ Ⱥʞƶ Ŧ±ʲ ʘĜȡĜƶƖȡ˱ ìĜȉȡȺŴʲˮ 

tĊ± ʞ"ŴŴȡ lƶƖȺȉĜbɔȺ± Ⱥƶ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȺƶɔȉĜȡƌ ±lƶƖƶƌʲˮ ʞĊĜlĊ ȡĜôƖĜíĜ±ȡ " ̂ʘĜȡĜƶƖ̃ ȉ±"ŴĜȡ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ± 

19th century, by those who collaborated towards the retention of the walls against those 

who would demolish them (and is discussed further in Chapter Seven). The walls still 

support this vision (as shown by the statements from VisitYork). Indeed, one participant 

ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺ±|ˮ ȺĊ± ʝ"ŴŴȡ "ȉ±"ȡ "ȡ "Ɩ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺ ȺƶɔȉĜȡȺĜl |ȉ"ʞ íƶȉ ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ˯ ̄ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô íȉƶƌ 

the past is something that the present want to appreciate and preserve, hopefully, into the 

íɔȺɔȉ± "ȡ ʞ±ŴŴ̅˱ ˷Ƌ"ȉŦ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̠ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̞̝̞-102).  
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The second key vision which the City Walls overlap pertains to the use of heritage assets 

"ȡ lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ̂ŴƶlĜ̃ ʞĊĜlĊ ȺĊ±ʲ ȺĊ±ƌȡ±Ŵʘ±ȡ ȡɔǺǺƶȉȺ |ɔ± Ⱥƶ |ʞĜƖ|ŴĜƖô Ŵƶl"Ŵ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ˱ !ȡ the 

archaeological staff worker highlighted in an interview, the goal here is to:  

involve the wider community in either the management or the day -to-day care of 

the walls themselves. So this community interface and community interaction with 

the walls, I think, is a really important area over the next few years because we in the 

Council are going to have less money. 

˹˲˺ 

I think realistically the only way of raising external funding is through having a very 

strong community strand running through how we deal  with the city walls. So, when 

a councillor came and talked to me four, or five years ago about setting up Friends 

of York Walls, fantastic. That was a really good idea. 

(Harry 2015, Interview 4, ln. 235-247). 

 

Figure 34. Page within the ARUP 1990 City Wall Survey, photograph by author (2015) 
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Image Content: ǹĊƶȺƶ Ⱥ"Ŧ±Ɩ ƶí "Ɩ Ĝƌ"ô± ƶí íĜȡȡɔȉ±ȡ ĜƖ ʞ"ŴŴȡ íȉƶƌ ̞̦̦̝ ȡɔȉʘ±ʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ 

City Walls, with some text. This indicates a major challenge for the archaeological staff. 

Layout: Landscape photograph to capture the entire page.  

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The page itself is 

available at the West Offices in the survey report in a large, red, leather-bound book.  

Experience: The experience of this page should take account also of the large, red, 

leather-bound book it was found in. I was drawn to this book; its bulk (for me) resonated 

ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± ȡĜôƖĜíĜl"ƖȺ ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"Ŵ ȉ±ô"ȉ|ĜƖô ȺĊ± ʞ"ŴŴȡ̃ ƌ"Ⱥ±ȉĜ"Ŵ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±˱ ȹĊ± bƶƶŦ ʞ"ȡ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"ƖȺ "ȡ 

a static statement about the walls. This page was chosen as it made the most important 

statement of all: an (albeit outdated) indication of how much it would cost to fully repair 

ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ kĜȺʲ ʝ"ŴŴȡ˱ 

 

The archaeological staff collaborate with the Communities and Equalities team to make 

decisions on how the Walls are maintained by council funds (Harry 2015, Interview 4, 71-

76). This connection to the Communities and Equalities team is important not just in terms 

of decision-making. The vision to maintain the Walls as an increasingly more public asset, 

overlaps with how community -based visions can be grounded within different assets in 

different localities. To understand the overlap further, the Communities and Equalities 

domain must be further explored.  

Visions for community groups in general  

Within interviews from the Communities & Equalities team, vision  belongs to 

̂lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺĜ±ȡ̃ˮ |ɔ± Ⱥƶ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ʞĜȡĊ±ȡ Ⱥƶ lĊ"Ɩô± ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô ĜƖ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ "ȉ±"˱ ȹĊ±Ĝȉ ȡȺ±Ǻȡ "ȉ± 

assisted towards this goal by council staff:  

at a practical level we might seek to establish or to maintain a number of 

projects which would contribute to the aims, which would realise the vision, 

and hopefully that would address the aspirations of the people who live in 

the area 

(Mike 2015, Interview 2, ln. 37-49). 
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Here the council off icer highlights the collaboration with communities or residents, who 

may have different visions or similar aspirations for areas. A vision held within the council, 

by the Communities and Equalities team, is to bring services more locally to the residents 

via individual assets: 

the aspiration is that some of the council services would be available in those 

buildings in the future so we can take those services to where people are, where 

they live, rather than expect them to come to us as a council 

(Mike 2015, Interview 2, ln. 227-230). 

Several heritage assets (i.e. designated buildings), are identified as important cases and 

have been (or have the potential to be) used towards this aim of devolving services in 

place. To this aim, often challenges arise from th± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± bɔĜŴ|ĜƖỗȡ í"bȉĜl˱  

˹˲˺ Ƞƶ ȺĊ± ȡǺ"l± Ĝȡ ȺĊ±ȉ± ȺĊ± bɔĜŴ|ĜƖô Ĝȡ ȺĊ±ȉ± bɔȺ ȺĊ± ƌƶƖ±ʲ ƶȉ ȺĊ± ʞĜŴŴ ƶȉ ȺĊ± 

ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ƶȉ ʞĊ"Ⱥ±ʘ±ȉ Ⱥƶ |±"Ŵ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± ȡǺ"l± Ċ"ȡƖ̃Ⱥ b±±Ɩ ȺĊ±ȉ± ɔƖȺĜŴ Ɩƶʞ˱ ˹˲˺ 

ʝ±̃ʘ± ȡ±±Ɩ Ċƶʞ ȺĊ± ųĜbȉ"ȉʲˮ ȺĊ± !ȉȺ ó"ŴŴ±ȉʲˮ ȡƶƶƖ Ⱥƶ b± ȺĊ± ȹĊ±"Ⱥȉe, can all be 

brought back to use for their original purpose which is a similar but somewhat 

different task. But in the case of say the Guildhall, the Red Tower, the Methodist 

kĊɔȉlĊ ʞĊ"Ⱥ ʞ±̃ȉ± ŴƶƶŦĜƖô íƶȉ Ĝȡ " Ɩ±ʞ ɔȡ± b±l"ɔȡ± ȺĊ± ȡǺ"l± Ĝȡ ɔȡ±íɔŴ bɔȺ ĜȺ̃ȡ a 

different use. So you need the money you need them people have the confidence to 

invest in. You need to reconfigure the space. So you need somebody who knows 

ʞĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ±ʲ̃ȉ± |ƶĜƖô 

(Mike 2015, Interview 2, ln. 552-564). 

Essentially, using heritage assets to ȺĊĜȡ "Ĝƌ ĜƌǺ"lȺȡ ɔǺƶƖ ȺĊ± ̃ʘĜȡĜƶƖ̃ ƶí ȺĊƶȡ± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ 

groups.  Vision is described here as held by certain people: 

 I think it does also sometimes require all the right people being in the right place at 

the right time, some people just have vision or have the will to see something 

through or to get something going or to forge alliances with others to make it 

happen 

(Mike 2015, Interview 1, ln. 579-581). 
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The participant also suggests that these visions can change to reflect reactions to 

pragmatic issues, giving the example of a Community Cooperative Housing initiative 

which had to change its objectives due to unforeseen circumstances. Likewise, the 

archaeological staff recognise the importance of strong community organisation  and their 

tendency to adapt : 

You know, sometimes these groups work and sometimes they fail and sometimes, 

ʲƶɔ ŦƖƶʞˮ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ôȉƶɔǺȡ ʲƶɔ̃ʘ± ôƶȺˮ ʲƶɔ ŦƖƶʞˮ ȺĊ± lƶƌƌĜȺƌ±ƖȺ ±bbȡ "Ɩ| íŴƶʞȡ 

"llƶȉ|ĜƖô Ⱥƶ ʞĊƶ̃ȡ ʞƶȉŦĜƖô ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ôȉƶɔǺ "Ⱥ "Ɩʲ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉ ȺĜƌ±˱ Ƞƶˮ ȺĊ±ʲ̃ȉ± 

complex entities, thes± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ ôȉƶɔǺȡˮ "Ɩ| ʲƶɔ l"Ɩ̃Ⱥ  ̙my experience is that 

ʲƶɔ l"Ɩ̃Ⱥ íƶȉl± ȺĊ±ƌˮ ʲƶɔ̃ʘ± ŞɔȡȺ ôƶȺ Ⱥƶ ôƶ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± íŴƶʞ "Ɩ| ȡ±± ʞĊ±ȉ± ȺĊ±ʲ "ȉ± "Ɩ| 

try and respond as positively as possible when asked for help and input 

(Harry 2015, Interview 4, ln. 257-264). 

Essentially, the Heritage & Archaeological and the Communities & Equalities domains 

share a common goal which seeks to support community groups appropriately to achieve 

their own visions̚in the Heritage and Archaeological case, particularly in regards to 

increased community support for heritage assets̚ yet challenges are recognised 

regarding the nature of these groups.   

In this section, it is clear that the visions of the Heritage and Archaeological domains 

overlap considerably with Local Plan, Neighbourhood Planning and the Communities and 

Equalities teams. Where they overlap it is clear that such visions require suitable 

knowledge, resources, and collaborative people power in order to be achieved.  

Several visions are prevalent within the West Offices, including the Local Plan, 

Neighbourhood Planning, Revealing the Historic Environment and Community Action in 

assets̚ the way that these visions overlap is of considerable importance and will be 

discussed in the analysis. Different heritage values (via uttered statements) will be now be 

discussed. 

Heritage ValuesñHow the Experts See It: 

A major goal of this research is about trying to trace heritage values within action and not 

necessarily through words outright. However, as much of the council data is spoken word, 
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uttered attributes to heritage values are recounted, as part of accounts of practice and are 

given below as subheadings.  

Talking Values Outright: Heritage In (and as part of) Place 

The character of the historic environment was raised several times in the interviews and 

fieldwork. One participant, the Transport and Infrastructure Officer for the Local Plan, 

|Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| Ċƶʞ ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ Ĝȡ˰ ̄part of the evolution of a place, that 

everything gets built on what was built there before to a certain ±ʬȺ±ƖȺ̅˱  ĉ± lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉȡ "Ŵȡƶ 

how a place (in this case the Castle Area) might have been valued differently, if York Castle 

Ċ"| ƖƶȺ b±±Ɩ |±ȡȺȉƶʲ±|˰ ̄ƌ"ʲb± Ĝí ȺĊ± l"ȡȺŴ± Ċ"| ȉ±ƌ"ĜƖ±|ˮ ĜȺ ʞƶɔŴ| Ċ"ʘ± b±±Ɩ 

"ǺǺȉ±lĜ"Ⱥ±| ±ʘ±Ɩ ƌƶȉ±̅ ˷Ƌ"ȉŦ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̠ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̡̞̞-145).  

Furthermore, this participant pinpoints the Minster as an example where a designated 

heritage asset interacts with its surrounding area, indeed the whole city, for different 

people through time:  

ěȺ̃ȡ ȡɔlĊ " Ŧ±ʲ bɔĜŴ|ĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ ĜȺ̃ȡ ȺĊ±ȉ±ˮ ĜȺ̃ȡ ĜƖ ȺĊ± centre of York and I think everything 

±Ŵȡ± Ĝȡ Ŧ±ǺȺ b±Ŵƶʞ ĜȺˮ ĜƖ Ⱥ±ȉƌȡ ƶí ǺŴ"ƖƖĜƖô Ⱥ±ȉƌȡ˱ ěȺ̃ȡ ȺĊ± íƶl"Ŵ ǺƶĜƖȺ ƶí ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ˱ ˹˲˺  

You can see it from miles around. And certainly within the city and the approaches 

to it, you can still see it, which is the importance of the Strays is providing those 

viewpoints so you can see it. There are lots of other places, I would have said, that 

Ċ"ʘ± ôƶȺ ĜƌǺȉ±ȡȡĜʘ± l"ȺĊ±|ȉ"Ŵȡˮ bɔȺ ȺĊ±ʲ̃ȉ± ȡƶƌ±ʞĊ"Ⱥ ŴƶȡȺ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± ɔȉb"Ɩ "ȉ±" 

around them 

(Mark 2015, Interview 3, ln. 233-244). 

ʝĜȺĊĜƖ " íĜ±Ŵ|ƖƶȺ± ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞˮ " ó±Ɩ±ȉ"Ŵ ǹŴ"ƖƖĜƖô ƶííĜl±ȉ̃ȡ ȉ±"lȺĜƶƖȡ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± lƶƖl±ǺȺ ƶí 

heritage in place highlights individual experience with place, grounded in personal 

everyday interactions: 

Max mentions his experience cycling through the area in front of the Minster; on 

one occasion, late, when there was no-ƶƖ± "ȉƶɔƖ|ˮ Ċ± íƶɔƖ| ĊĜƌȡ±Ŵí ̂ŴƶƶŦĜƖô ɔǺ̃ 

(Max 2015, Interview 1, ln. 140-143). 
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In addition, the heritage officer pinpoints her own individual attentiveness to heritage and 

the feeling of care that  leads to curiosity and concern while travelling through places: 

˹˲˺ ʲƶɔ ŞɔȡȺ ȡƶȉȺ ƶí l"ȉ±˱ ě |ƶƖ̀Ⱥ ʞ"ƖȺ Ⱥƶ ȡ±± ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺ Ⱥȉ"ȡĊ±|˱ ě ƌ±"Ɩ 

when I...or even just forgotten about because when I was doing the characterisation, 

I would go around ƶƖ ƌʲ ŴĜȺȺŴ± lʲlŴ± "Ɩ| ě̃| ŞɔȡȺ ƖƶȺĜl± ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô ŴĜŦ± " ŴĜȺȺŴ±˱˱˱ƖƶȺ 

even a milestone. It was just like a little stone, an arch stone boundary marker or 

something, just literally in the grass verge in the middle of Tang Hall at a crossroads 

of two busy streets 

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 636-641.) 

This attentiveness leads back to the vision of revealing the historic environment more fully:  

!Ɩ| ě̀ƌ ƖƶȺ ȡɔôô±ȡȺĜƖô ȡȺĜlŦ " bĜô ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜƶƖ bƶ"ȉ| "Ɩ| "ŴŴ ȺĊ"Ⱥ˱ ˹˲˺ aɔȺ ě 

thought, 'Well it's worth mentioning  though. It's worth flagging up and taking a 

photo of,' and you just want people to h ave a bit of respect for things 

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 645). 

These words highlight personal responses to the heritage environment and its entangled 

relationship to  place. 

ɓƖ|±ȉȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±˰  

This next sub-theme on heritage values focuses on how council practitioners view 

community value for heritage. For example, an ex-Neighbourhood manager summarises 

ʘ"Ŵɔ± íƶȉ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± "ȡ ̂ȉ±ȡƶƖ"ȺĜƖỗ íƶȉ ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|uals: 

ěȺ Ĝȡ ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ̃ȡ ȉ±ȡƶƖ"ƖȺˮ ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖôˮ ʲ±"Ċ ȉ±ȡƶƖ"ƖȺ ƶí " Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔŴ"ȉ ȺĜƌ±ˮ ĜȡƖ̃Ⱥ ĜȺ˱ 

ě̃ƌ ȺȉʲĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȺĊĜƖŦˮ ±ʘ±ȉʲbƶ|ʲ Ĝȡ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ˱ ˹˲˺ !Ɩ| ƌʲ Ĝ|±"ȡ ƶí Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƌĜôĊȺ b± 

lƶƌǺŴ±Ⱥ±Ŵʲ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ⱥƶ ȡƶƌ±bƶ|ʲ ±Ŵȡ±ˮ bɔȺ ĜȺ Ĝȡ ȡȺɔíí ȺĊ"Ⱥ̃ȡ ȉ±ȡƶƖ"ƖȺ ƶí " Ⱥime or a 

piece of history 

(Betty 2015, Interview 6, ln. 298-302). 

The planning officer noted how, in an example of a saved wood yard when he worked in 

another city, other types of values he had not anticipated had been upheld: 
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Max also adds that an inspector brought up the mention of the sights, smells and 

use of the wood yard as a consideration̚the use of the place being something that 

Max had never before or since heard of as a determining factor. And to consider 

also that this wood yard was within a conservation character area amongst grand 

stat±Ŵʲ Ċƶƌ±ȡ ˷ȡƶ ĜȺ |Ĝ|Ɩ̃Ⱥ íĜȺ ĜƖ˸  

(Max 2015, Interview 1, ln. 62-67). 

Furthermore, it is indicated by the archaeological staff that, whilst recent heritage 

management has begun to focus on communal experience with place, there is tension 

between different  valuation methods: 

A Statement of Significance includes the concept of Conservation principles and the 

4 values. Harry relates that the [Know Your Place] team from Bristol were criticised 

by HE for moving away from the notions of historical, aesthetic, evidential and 

communal value̚but looked more at the concept ƶí Ǻ±ƶǺŴ±̃ȡ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ƶí ǺŴ"l± 

(Harry 2015, Fieldnotes 1, ln. 282-286).  

The NP officer, having studied heritage concepts during her education, also conceived of 

community values as being beyond assets in the physical sense: 

So that was looking not just about the material heritage  ̙so the things you might 

think of straight away like the listed buildings and things like that  ̙ĜȺ̃ȡ "bƶɔȺ ȺĊ± 

community heritag e and the value of place, I suppose, rather than the physical 

bɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡ˱ ěȺ̃ȡ ƌƶȉ± ȺĊ± lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ ƶí ±ʘ±ȉʲȺĊĜƖô Ⱥƶô±ȺĊ±ȉ "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ʘ±ƖȺȡ that 

might have happened there 

(Gill 2015, Interview 6, ln. 405-409). 

Evidently, the communal nature of heritage is recognised "Ɩ| "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| Ⱥƶ ̂ȡɔbŞ±lȺĜʘ±̃ "Ɩ| 

sensory qualities. Yet simultaneously, it is also recognised as difficult to incorporate into 

practical planning practices (413).  
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ʗ"ŴɔĜƖô ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ± ̑ b±ȡȺ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl± ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ȡ 

By contrast, value is pl"l±| ƶƖ ̂ȺĊ± ŦƖƶʞĜƖô ƶí̃ ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ values, as research, in order to 

ƌ"Ŧ± |±lĜȡĜƶƖȡ˱ ʗ"Ŵɔ± l"Ɩ b± "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| Ⱥƶ ̂b±ȡȺ Ǻȉ"lȺĜl±̃ ±ʬ"ƌǺŴ±ȡ ƶȉ Ǻȉ±ʘĜƶɔȡ ǺƶȡĜȺĜʘ± 

experiences which the workers can draw from or work towards in their own activities. 

The first example is with the heritage officer who previously worked wi th other community 

organisations. She had struggled to reveal their valued historic environment during work 

with them (due to resources) but acknowledged the personal connection she had with an 

organisation in Durham: 

So I wanted to help them unlock that and put it in something presentable. And I 

cared about that as a thing and...but I also did have a bit of a connection with them 

in that I'm from County Durham as well. And it was a bit of a connectio n in like, 'Oh 

we're just a small pit village and wèʘ± ôƶȺ Ɩƶ ƌƶƖ±ʲ ȡƶȉȺ ƶí ȺĊĜƖỗ 

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 628-633). 

As well as personal reasons, heritage data is valued for practical reasons too, as shown by 

ȺĊ± Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ƶííĜl±ȉ̃ȡ ǺƶȡĜȺĜʘ± ǺƶĜƖȺ ȉegarding the York the Buildings at Risk Project: 

˹˲˺ "ȡ " ƌ±"Ɩȡ ƶí ɔȡ ô"ȺĊ±ȉĜƖô ȡƶƌ± ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖˮ ȺĊ± kƶɔƖlĜŴ ô±ȺȺĜƖô ȺĊĜȡ "||±| 

ʘ"Ŵɔ± |"Ⱥ" ȡƶ ʞ± ʞ±ȉ±Ɩ̃Ⱥ ŞɔȡȺ |ƶĜƖô ĜȺ "ŴŴ íƶȉ °ƖôŴĜȡĊ ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô±˱ !Ɩ| ʞ± ƌ"Ɩ"ô±| Ⱥƶ 

get some quite nice information out of that,  actually 

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 166-169). 

(Note she was also somewhat critical of this project and gave a balanced review). Other 

ǺȉƶŞ±lȺȡ ʞĊĜlĊ Ċ±ŴǺ±| Ⱥƶ ̂ɔƖŴƶlŦ̃ ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl ±ƖʘĜȉƶƖƌ±ƖȺˮ ȉ±ȡɔŴȺĜƖô ĜƖ íɔȉȺĊ±ȉ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô±ˮ 

were also highlighted as resulting in extra information:  

Hungate is a good example of where it has been done properly, they excavated it 

over five years and found loads of stuff and got loads of research out of it  

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 357-358). 

Other best practice examples are cited by two other participants: 
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He mentions also the work at Berwick town walls wherein the CYC environmental 

team are looking to work with English Heritage to define a walls health and safety 

measure (they have fatalities as walls include a sheer drop of 30ft). He wonders if 

maybe we could commission a report to Historic England and make a city walls audit 

standard? 

(Harry 2015, Fieldnotes 5, ln. 151-157). 

ȺĊ±ȉ± Ĝȡ ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô l"ŴŴ±| ȺĊ± ųĜ|ƶˮ "Ɩ| ĜȺ̃ȡ ƖƶȺ " ųĜ|ƶˮ ĜȺ̃ȡ " ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȺĊ± ȉĜʘ±ȉ ʞĊ±ȉ± 

peƶǺŴ± ɔȡ±| Ⱥƶ ȡʞĜƌ˱ ěȺ̃ȡ ŞɔȡȺ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl"ŴŴʲ ŦƖƶʞƖ "ȡ ȺĊ± ųĜ|ƶ˱ ěȺ̃ȡ ƖƶȺ ǺȉƶȺ±lȺ±| 

ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ "Ɩʲ Ɩ"ȺĜƶƖ"Ŵ ƶȉ Ŵƶl"Ŵ ǺƶŴĜlʲ˱ aɔȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ̃ȡ ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ 

Ɩ±ĜôĊbƶɔȉĊƶƶ| ǺŴ"Ɩˮ ȺĊ±ʲ̃ʘ± |±ʘ±ŴƶǺ±| ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡ Ⱥƶ ǺȉƶȺ±lȺ ĜȺ íȉƶƌ "Ɩʲ lĊ"Ɩô±˱ ìȉƶƌ 

that perspective, I think neighbourhood plan ning is useful to protect areas 

(Gill 2015, Interview 8, ln. 131-136). 

These two case studies are raised when seeking more positive (potentially experimental) 

ways of working with heritage (note: both these examples are given in the context of 

group discussions, wherein ways forward are being shared by participants). 

Moreover, the archaeological staff attributed value onto other s̃  valuable data (in this case 

photographic memories) which could potentially enhance the HER in the future (Harry 

̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̥ˮ ̡̤̝˸˱ kƶŴŴ±lȺĜƖô ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ ʘ"Ŵɔ±| ǺĊƶȺƶôȉ"ǺĊȡˮ Ĝȉȉ±ȡǺ±lȺĜʘ± ƶí ȺʲǺ± Ŵ±"|ȡ Ⱥƶ 

the enhancement of the HER and is seen to attribute to the overall vision of understanding 

place and its historic development: 

˹˲˺ "Ɩ| ʞĊĜlĊ lƶɔŴ| b± of great value in adding to our understanding of the 

development of place and the way in which places have been used and how they 

might be used again in the future  

(Harry 2015, Interview 8, ln. 514-516). 

When asked about whether we should be deciding to keep all information, or be more 

selective (for example, as archivists have required to be), the answer was given as follows: 

˹˲˺ ȺĊ±ȉ± Ĝȡ " Ǻȉƶl±ȡȡ ƶí ȡ±Ŵí-selection going on in there which puts that information 

into the database and I would say that we doƖ̃Ⱥ Ɩ±l±ȡȡ"ȉĜŴʲ ŦƖƶʞ ȺĊ± ʘ"Ŵɔ± ƶí ȺĊ"Ⱥ 
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data at this point in time. But if somebody is ascribing a value to that data now 

because, a, they have kept it and brought it all together, b, they have put it into 

some sort of format that they feel is appropriate, and c, they are willing to share it 

through the system. 

I would say you almost have embodied in it there a set of values which makes sense 

Ⱥƶ "Ɩ ĜƖ|ĜʘĜ|ɔ"Ŵ Ɩƶʞ "Ɩ| ƌ"ʲ ʞ±ŴŴ ƌ"Ŧ± " ŴƶȺ ƶí ȡ±Ɩȡ± ĜƖ ʞ"ʲȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ʞ± |ƶƖ̃Ⱥ "Ⱥ ȺĊ± 

moment fully understand or can even think about to people in the future  

(Harry 2015, Interview 8, ln. 532-540). 

Essentially, whilst case studies or examples enable reference points for other practice, 

collecting valuable evidence is viewed as good practice and seen as helping decision-

making in the future.  

Knowing the methods of value collection is an important aspect of this research. Indeed, 

ȺĊ± íƶȉƌ"Ⱥȡ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ "ȉ± l"ǺȺɔȉ±| ƶȉ Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ±| ƌ"y impact 

attitudes towards them  as is discussed further in the next section. 

Media: Communication & Media Use By Archaeological Staff 

As previously discussed, one of the key visions for the archaeological staff is to enhance 

ȺĊ± ĉ°Ȉ bʲ ǺȉƶʘĜ|ĜƖô íɔȉȺĊ±ȉ ±ʘĜ|±Ɩl± ƶí ĜȺȡ ʘ"Ŵɔ±˱ °ƌb±||±| ĜƖ ȺĊĜȡ ʘĜȡĜƶƖ Ĝȡ ȺĊ± ȡȺ"íí̃ȡ 

grasp on how th± ʘĜȡĜȺƶȉ ʞƶɔŴ| ǺĊʲȡĜl"ŴŴʲ ɔȡ± ȺĊ± ̂Ĝ|±"Ŵ̃ ǺŴ"Ⱥíƶȉƌ ʞĊĜlĊ ʞƶɔŴ| ȉ±ʘ±"Ŵ ȺĊ± 

HER content: 

Harry: You click on that, and it then brings up a box that allows you to then tick all of 

the different data recorders. Click on that, click search, it goes away and then it pulls 

back York Museums Trust pictures of the Mansion House, YPP pictures of the 

Mansion House, you can then look at and search and look at that information. 

Kat: That is the next stage. 

Harry: That is where I want to head. You might also have a little button that says, 

̂|ƶ ʲƶɔ ʞ"ƖȺ Ⱥƶ ǺȉĜƖȺ ƶɔȺ ʲƶɔȉ ȉ±ȡɔŴȺȡ˵̃ ʱƶɔ lŴĜlŦˮ ̂ʲ±ȡ˱̃ ȹĊ±Ɩ ĜȺ ʞƶɔŴ| ôĜʘ± ʲƶɔ 

something that might print out a little thumbnail of each one and tells you who 
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holds the original information, and then if you want to get a full resolu tion copy 

then contact the original data holder  

(Harry 2015, Interview 8, ln. 542-550). 

The anticipation here is to provide technology that draws from other models, such as the 

successful Bristol Know Your place platform:  

ʝ± ʞ"ƖȺ Ⱥƶ Ċ"ʘ± " Ŵ"ʲ±ȉ ȺĊ"Ⱥ̃ȡ ȺĊis community layer where people can add things, 

"Ɩ| ĜȺ ʞƶƖ̃Ⱥ b± |±íĜƖ±| bʲ " lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ "ȉ±"˱ ȹĊ"Ⱥ ʞĜŴŴ ŞɔȡȺ b± "ƖʲȺĊĜƖô˱ !Ɩ| ě̃ƌ ȉ±"ŴŴʲ 

ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺ±| ĜƖ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȡĜ|± ƶí ȺĊĜƖôȡ ˹˲˺ b±l"ɔȡ± aȉĜȡȺƶŴ ťƖƶʞ ʱƶɔȉ ǹŴ"l± |ƶ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȅɔĜȺ± 

well, I think, where you turn on tĊ± lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲ Ŵ"ʲ±ȉ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ɩ ȺĊ±ȉ±̃ȡ " ǺƶĜƖȺˮ "Ɩ| 

ʲƶɔ ŴƶƶŦ "Ⱥ ȺĊ"Ⱥ "Ɩ| ȡƶƌ±ƶƖ±̃ȡ ɔǺŴƶ"|±| " ǺĊƶȺƶôȉ"ǺĊ ƶí ȡƶƌething or a memory 

of something  

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 525-529). 

The ideal "ll±ȡȡĜbŴ± ĉ°Ȉ ʞƶɔŴ| ƶíí±ȉ ̄óƶƶôŴ±-ŴĜŦ± íɔƖlȺĜƶƖ"ŴĜȺʲ̅ bɔȺ ĜȺ Ĝs understood by 

the archaeological staff that for the HER to get to this level will take a lot of effort and 

ȺĜƌ±˰ ̄ĜȺ lƶɔŴ| Ⱥ"Ŧ±˱˱˱ĜȺ ʞĜŴŴ Ⱥ"Ŧ± ʲ±"ȉȡ̅ ˷ŴƖ˱ ̡̡̠-435). 

Figure 35. Web-shot of Bristol Know Your Place Platform-Bristol City Council (2016). © OS  
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Image Content: Web-shot taken by my laptop of the Know Your Place Platform, with the 

diff±ȉ±ƖȺ Ŵ"ʲ±ȉȡ ȡĊƶʞĜƖô Ɩɔƌ±ȉƶɔȡ lƶŴƶɔȉ±| ̂|Ĝ"ƌƶƖ|ȡ̃ˮ ȡĜôƖ"ŴŴĜƖô |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ |"Ⱥ" ˷±˱ô˱ 

historic and community). One such diamond (for an oral histories data-set) has been 

clicked. Value-action identified by the amount of diamonds showing community history 

contributions. 

Layout: I cropped the screen shot to focus on the webpage completely, including the 

ʘ"ȉĜƶɔȡ ̂Ŵ±ô±Ɩ|ȡ̃ "Ɩ| ǺƶǺ ɔǺ bƶʬ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± bƶȺȺƶƌ ȉĜôĊȺ˱ 

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The webpage is 

available on the Know Your Place website (Bristol City Council 2016). 

Experience: This platform has set the bar. During my time at the West Offices, the 

archaeological staff met with the Bristol Know Your Place team and discussed the options 

íƶȉ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ĉ°Ȉ˱ Ƞƶ ȡ±±ĜƖô ȺĊĜȡ Ĝƌ"ô± bȉĜƖôȡ Ⱥƶ ƌĜƖ| ȺĊ± ȡȺ"íí̃ȡ ôƶ"Ŵ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ±ííƶȉȺȡ˱ 

 

In addition, the wish to reveal the historic environment within place through other forms 

of visual media is equally important:  

There are books and things written on it, but for a layperson to access it easily, like a 

sign in the street or an app or something like that  

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 370-372). 

The need to reveal the historic environment through various media is particularly 

important for the City Walls;  

The level of intellectual access to the city walls is limited because if you want to find 

"ƖʲȺĊĜƖô ƶɔȺ "bƶɔȺ ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ ʞ"ŴŴȡ ȺĊ±Ɩ ʲƶɔ̃ʘ± ôƶȺ Ⱥƶ Ⱥȉ"ʞŴ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ " ʞĜ|±-range of 

disparate sources, in different places to start to pull-together whatever it is that you 

want to know about the city  walls. So, in that sense the HER, you know, fails 

miserably to do anything for the city walls. Pretty much every website in every other 

resource in the city, and beyond, you know, fails to give you a comprehensive access 

to the information that i s available for the city walls 
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(Harry 2015, Interview 4, ln. 221-227). 

The use of non-interactive (signage) communication tools and media highlight several 

Ǻȉ"ôƌ"ȺĜl Ĝȡȡɔ±ȡ ˷Ĝ˱± "ȡ |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ±| "Ⱥ Ŵ±ƖôȺĊ ƶƖ ìĜ±Ŵ|ƖƶȺ±ȡ ̟ˮ ̞̠̄-08-14 West Offices Harry 

"Ɩ| ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̅˸˱ ěƖ Ⱥerms of interpretation boards these questions included:  

¶ locations for interpretation signage,  

¶ the cost of equipment,  

¶ the quality of material,  

¶ the fixture techniques (i.e. will it damage the historic fabric?),  

¶ the size (and therefore amount of informat ion included),  

¶ ȺĊ± |±ȡĜȉ±| ̂Ǻ±ȉƌ"Ɩ±Ɩl±̃ ƶí ȡĜôƖȡ "Ɩ| 

¶ whether to include QR codes (see specifically Fieldnotes 2, ln. 60-62 & Fieldnotes 5, 

ln. 214-224).  

 

Figure 36. Red Tower interpretation board, by author (2015). 
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Image Content: This image consists of an interpretation sign located at the Red Tower. It 

includes various boxes of information and graphics (to a theme of warm colours) and also, 

to the top left, the laminated QR codes created by the Friends of York Walls.  

Layout: The image is portrait to capture the entirety of the board.  

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The board itself 

remains outside the Red Tower. 

Experience: Two different reactions are evoked here. This photo was taken after a walk 

ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ȡȺ"íí˱ ĉ± Ċ"| ƖƶȺĜl±| ȺĊȉ±± ̂lĊĜǺȡ̃ ƶƖ ȺĊ± bƶ"ȉ|ˮ ʞĊĜch he decided 

could be caused from the shots of bb-guns. The board itself, as part of my Red Tower 

ʞƶȉŦˮ b±l"ƌ± ̂Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ȺĊ± íɔȉƖĜȺɔȉ±̃ "Ɩ| "ȡȡƶlĜ"Ⱥ±| ʞĜȺĊ ƌʲ ʘƶŴɔƖȺ±±ȉ "lȺĜʘĜȺĜ±ȡ ˷"Ɩ| 

research on Wallwalkers). 

ȹĊĜȡ |"Ⱥ" ĊĜôĊŴĜôĊȺȡ ƌ"ĜƖŴʲ ȺĊ± ̂íƶȉʞ"ȉ| í"lĜƖỗ lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ƶí ƌ±|Ĝ" ɔȡ± bʲ ȺĊ± 

archaeological staff and the challenges and choices to be made in revealing the historic 

environment to audiences. Their own use of media (in the everyday use of the HER) 

highlights how their practice is aligned with visual knowledge and this will be discussed 

íɔȉȺĊ±ȉ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ̂ųƶl"ŴĜȺʲ "Ɩ| ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô±̃ ȡ±lȺĜƶƖ˱ aɔȺ íĜȉȡȺ ě |Ĝȡlɔȡȡ Ċƶʞ ƶȺĊ±ȉ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ ɔȡ±| 

media and the challenges they face in revealing information to the public.  

Media use, sharing information and engagemen t 

Within interviews with participants from the other domains, different communication tools 

and media are used and critiqued in the following ways. For instance, the NP officer is 

initially critical of the way images are used by Parish Councils within the draft plans, and 

ǺƶȡĜȺȡ Ċƶʞ ȺĊ±ʲ ƌĜôĊȺ˰ ̄ȡĊƶʞ Ĝƌ"ô±ȡ ĜƖ ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ ȡ"bƶȺ"ô± " |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ ȡĜȺ± ǺŴ"Ɩ "Ɩ| ĜƖ 

ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ |±ƌƶƖȡȺȉ"Ⱥ± Ċƶʞ ƖĜl± ȺĊ±Ĝȉ "ȉ±" Ĝȡ˱̅ ˷óĜŴŴ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ìĜ±Ŵ|ƖƶȺ±ȡ ̢ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̞̝-12). Yet, 

̂±ʘĜ|±Ɩl±-b"ȡ±̃ ƌ"Ǻȡ l"Ɩ b± ǺȉƶʘĜ|±| Ⱥƶ ǹ"ȉĜȡĊ kƶɔƖlĜŴȡ bʲ ȺĊ± CYC (ln. 24-27). Moreover, 

ȡĊ± Ĝ|±ƖȺĜíĜ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊ± ̂lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ̃ ĜƖ ʞĊĜlĊ ȡɔlĊ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ Ĝȡ ȡĊ"ȉ±| Ĝȡ ʘ"ȉĜ±| within a local 

area: 

Paper copies in the library and a website will be set up (in process currently). The 

application will be included in the website  
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(Gill 2015, Fieldnotes 1, ln. 206-207). 

The Transport and Infrastructure Officer also revealed the different uses and contexts of 

visual media in the Local Planning documents. He showed me the importance of maps 

that give information:  

Image Content: This image shows the transport & infrastructure officer using a graphic of 

" ƌ"Ǻ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȉƶ"|ȡ ˷ʞĜȺĊ lƶŴƶɔȉ lƶ|ĜƖô ɔȡ±| Ⱥƶ ȡĊƶʞ lƶƖô±ȡȺĜƶƖ ȡȺ"ȺĜȡȺĜlȡ˸˱ 

Layout: Ƌʲ Ĝƌ"ô± íȉ"ƌ±ȡ bƶȺĊ ȺĊ± ôȉ"ǺĊĜl ƶƖ ȺĊ± Ǻ"ô± "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ȺĜǺȡ ƶí ȺĊ± ƶííĜl±ȉ̃ȡ Ċ"Ɩ|ȡ˱ 

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The graphic can be 

located on page 22 of the Local Plan Transport Infrastructure Investments Requirements 

Study, kept in the West Offices. 

Experience: The experience of this image is linked to the Ⱥȉ"ƖȡǺƶȉȺ ƶííĜl±ȉȡ ĜƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ˰ ̄Ƞƶ 

if you looked at this, this would be showing the amount of linked roads in the city centre 

ȺĊ"Ⱥ ʞƶɔŴ| b± ƶǺ±ȉ"ȺĜƖô "bƶʘ± l"Ǻ"lĜȺʲ˱ Ƞƶ "lȺɔ"ŴŴʲ ȺĊ±ʲ̃ȉ± ôƶĜƖô Ⱥƶ Ċ"ʘ± ȅɔ±ɔĜƖô Ⱥȉ"ííĜl 

ƶƖ ȺĊ±ƌ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±ʲ̃ȉ± ôƶĜƖô Ⱥƶ b± ȡȺ"Ɩ|ĜƖô ȡȺĜŴŴˮ Ŵ"ȉô±Ŵʲ˱̅ ˷Ƌ"ȉŦ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̢ˮ ̡̢̤-750) 

Figure 37. Mark pointing out graphics in Local Plan document, photograph by author (2015)  
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He points to the image to demonstrate. I note his use of graphics to deliver it, as a 

valuable tool for explanation the issue at hand.  

 

Other graphics had to be moved to an appendix:  

˹˲˺ ȺĊ±ȉ±̃ȡ ƌƶȉ± ôȉ"phical information in there, potentially, things like our bus 

ȉƶɔȺ±ȡ "Ɩ| ɔȡ"ô± "Ɩ| ȡȺɔíí ŴĜŦ± ȺĊ"Ⱥ˱ ȹĊ±ȉ±̃ȡ ȡȺill some nice graphics in there 

(Mark 2015, Interview 3, ln. 864-865). 

In addition, photographs are sometimes used within such documents (i.e. the 2005 Local 

Plan), to reflect aspects of York:  

Kat: ˹˲˺ ĜȺ Ċ"ȡ " ŴƶȺ ƶí ǺĜlȺɔȉ±ȡ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ʘĜȡĜbŴ± ȡȺȉ±±Ⱥȡl"Ǻ±ȡˮ ȉĜʘ±ȉ ȡl"Ǻ±ȡˮ ȺĊ± 

ƌĜƖȡȺ±ȉ̃ȡ í±"Ⱥɔȉ±ȡˮ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±ȡ± "ȉ± "ŴŴ Ǻ"ȉȺ ƶí ʞĊ"Ⱥ ě ʞƶɔŴ| lƶƖȡĜ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ b± ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl 

environment.  

Mark: Ƌƌƌ˱ ěȺ̃ȡ Ⱥƶ lȉ±"te the feel of the place and just some selective 

photographs in there  

(ln. 850-856). 

These comments suggest positive attributions to the use of visual media in the 

documents. Turning now to how media is used in the context of consultation, he 

highlights th"Ⱥ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± ƌƶȡȺ ȉ±l±ƖȺ ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ȺĊ± ȡ±ȺȺĜƖô ˷̂ĜƖ ǺŴ"l±̃˸ ʞĊ±ȉ± 

communications are shared are varied. These took place online and in place: 

[...] you can have physical exhibitions where you get members of the public in to 

come and offer their views, you can have focus groups or stakeholder meetings 

where you involve people that have got either a means of delivering your ideas or 

got a vested interest in it  

(ln. 313-316).  

In both online and in situ contexts, the Local Plan drafts were shared (along with the 

ƌ±|Ĝ" ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ±ƌ˸ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ Ċ"ȡ ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ⱥ±| ƌ"Ɩʲ ȉ±ȡǺƶƖȡ±ȡ˰ ̄ě ȺĊĜƖŦ ƶʘ±ȉ"ŴŴ íƶȉ ȺĊ± 

lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶƖ ȺĊ± ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ ʞ± ôƶȺ "bƶɔȺ ̞̦ˮ̝̝̝ ȉ±ȡǺƶƖȡ±ȡ̅ ˷ŴƖ˱ ̢̟̥-529). Feedback 
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from both these contexts are gathered, consolidated and then repromoted again using 

online tools: 

They [Preferred options documents] were taken out to all the consultation events so 

the officers could make note of the comments that you made in the event, or you 

could take a leaflet, fill it in, give it back to the officer s there and then, or post it in  

 (ln. 524-527). 

°ʘ±ȉʲȺĊĜƖô ʞ"ȡ ȺĊ±Ɩ ȡɔƌƌ"ȉĜȡ±| "Ɩ| Ǻȉ±ȡ±ƖȺ±| Ⱥƶ lƶɔƖlĜŴ Ⱥƶ ȡ"ʲˮ ̂ȹĊ±ȉ± "ȉ± ȡƶ 

many comments in relation this; there are so many objections in relation to that 

ǺƶŴĜlʲ˱̃ Ƞƶ ĜȺ ʞ"ȡ Ⱥ"Ŧ±Ɩ íƶȉʞ"ȉ| "Ɩ| " Ŵot of the thin gs were noted 

(ln. 565-568). 

Within this interview, media within the Local Plan documents have various uses (feel of 

place, information, evidence-base), are then brought along to various communication or 

information sharing settings and thereafter reiterat±| ƶƖŴĜƖ± ĜƖ " lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜʘ± ̂lʲlŴ±̃˱  

Notably, the Communities and Equalities team show how communication tools and 

engagement settings are reassessed for their usefulness in communicating with 

community groups : 

Kat: Can we talk about how the way that infoȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ ˹˲˺  ôƶ±ȡ ɔǺ ȺĊ± Ŵ"||±ȉˮ Ċƶʞ 

do those pieces of information get communicated?  

Mike: Well this is a changing area, because I think over the years, most of the 

methods in the book have been tried at one time or other, but they come into 

fashion and go out of fashion, for example this year as of Thursday of last week , we 

are looking to strengthen and reintroduce  direct communication, whereby we invite 

people to a public meeting and have a conversation with them, and then they go 

away and hopefully take that information back to their own family or comm unity or 

residents or whatever. 

 ˹˲˺ ʝ±̃ʘ± Ⱥ"Ŧ±Ɩ ȡƶƌ± ƶí ƶɔȉ ±Ɩô"ô±ƌ±ƖȺ "lȺɔ"ŴŴʲ ƶɔȺ Ⱥƶ ʞĊ±ȉ± Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± "ȉ±ˮ ȡƶ íƶȉ 

example consultation was done on the buses, consultation is sometimes done 

outside particular buildings or inside particular buil dings or with particular groups  
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(Mike 2015, Interview 2, ln. 130-146).  

Different settings, in place and in-between places̚ including public transport̚are being 

explored as useful arenas for consultation. Furthermore, key buildings are deemed to be 

useful for leaving information in place.  

Mike: We use them as a place to leave or to root information, communication and 

we might some cases work from these buildings 

(ln. 440-441). 

What information, how to present it and whe re to present are considerations that arose 

within the group interview between the Heritage Officer, Neighbourhood Planning officer, 

the two Neighbourhood and Equalities team members and the Transport and 

Infrastructure Officer (Interview 8). The skill of information -sharing using media was raised, 

along with the inherent issues of community engagement. Due to the length and topics 

covered, I have summarised the following challenges and questions discussed in the 

group interview and used a table to indicate  potential solutions suggested by participants 

and my own understanding.
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Table 11. Challenges & solutions identified in Group Interview (Interview 8) 

Challenges Discussed Potential Solutions discussed  

--How much information is too much?  

 

--kȉ±"Ⱥ± |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺȡ ˷ʞĊĜlĊ ̂ƌƶʘ±̃ ŴĜŦ± ȺĊ± ĜƖȺ±ȉƖ±Ⱥ˸ Ⱥƶ Ċ±ŴǺ |Ĝô±ȡȺ ǺĜ±l±ȡ ƶí ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖˮ  

--ȹĊ± ɔȡ± ƶí ĉ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ěƌǺ"lȺ !ȡȡ±ȡȡƌ±ƖȺȡˮ ̂ȡŴĜƌŴĜƖ±̃ ʘ±ȉȡĜƶƖ "ȡ ̂ȉ±ʘ±"ŴĜƖô ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ̃ ƌƶȉ± 

effectively, balancing knowledge with level of detail  

--Positive use of visuals & maps in Neighbourhood Planning 

 

--Where (and possibly when) should 

information be accessed to avoid 

̂ƌĜȡĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ̃˵  

 

-- Looking at particular places and settings: i.e. where to do consultation (buses, libraries 

etc). Emphasis on importance of face-to-face interaction. 

--Planned access to certain information for people ahead of meetings 

--Community Conversations (lunchtime meetings) given as an example of good (if 

surprising) practice 

--Social media is thought likely to cultivate 

̂ƌĜȡĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ̃̚how to manage this? 

 

--Example given where officer sought out vocal citizen on an issue being discussed on 

Facebook and talked it through with them face -to-face 

--Use of monitoring social media platforms, drawing on admin example from York Past and 

Present 

--How not to produce consultation fatigue?  

 

-- seeking ready-at-hand in-house databases for useful consultation results and methods 

--ĉƶʞ Ⱥƶ Ċ"Ɩ|Ŵ± ̂"ƖĜƌ"Ⱥ±|̃ lƶƖʘ±ȉȡ"ȺĜƶƖȡ˵ 

 

--Need for training and confidence building in consultation roles  
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-- using empathy to draw understanding from people, with regards to developments (will 

your daughter go to university? Where will your carer live?) 

--̂ȉƶŴ± ǺŴ"ʲ̃ ʞĊ±ȉ± ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ "|ƶǺȺ lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉȡ ʞĊ±Ɩ |ĜȡlɔȡȡĜƖô ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ƶǺĜƖĜƶƖȡ ƶƖ ƌ"ȺȺ±ȉȡ 

--Thinking about the physical set up of meetings themselves (circle vs lecture) 

--Using icebreaker moments ̙ moments at meetings before the initial start of the talk ̚

lƶíí±± bȉ±"Ŧȡ ʞĊ±Ɩ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± l"Ɩ lĊ"Ⱥ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ±Ĝȉ lƶɔƖlĜŴŴƶȉȡ˰ ̄ěí ʲƶɔ Ŵ±Ⱥ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± lƶƌ± ĜƖ íĜȉȡȺˮ 

have a chat and then sit |ƶʞƖˮ ȺĊ±ʲ̃ʘ± Ċ"| "Ɩ ƶǺǺƶȉȺɔƖĜȺʲ Ⱥƶ ƌ±ƖȺĜƶƖ ȡƶƌ± ƶí ȺĊƶȡ± 

ȺĊĜƖôȡ Ⱥƶ ƶȺĊ±ȉ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± "Ŵȉ±"|ʲ̅˱ 

--Talking through can be constrained by 

ʞĊ±ȺĊ±ȉ ƶȉ ƖƶȺ ȡƶƌ±ȺĊĜƖô Ĝȡ " ̂bŴ"ƖŦ 

l"Ɩʘ"ȡ̃ i̙.e. local plan is not a blank canvas, 

as so many factors constraining the 

possibilities̚how to engage people with 

these issues without appearing tokenistic? 

-- bringing in props to show and share how decision -making at the council level is carried 

out (i.e. tiddlywinks example to show how money gets divvied out)  

-- using empathy to d raw understanding from people, with regards to developments (will 

your daughter go to university? Where will your carer live?) 

 



 

 

 

 

These conversations also led to the discussion of the use of social media as a form of 

facilitating conversations between council workers and community groups . Social media 

˷ĜƖlŴɔ|ĜƖô ì"l±bƶƶŦ˸ ʞ"ȡ ȡ±±Ɩ bʲ ƶƖ± ƶí ȺĊ± Ǻ"ȉȺĜlĜǺ"ƖȺȡ "ȡ "Ɩ ̂ĜƖ±íí±lȺĜʘ±̃ 

communication tool̚i.e. lack of engagement (ln. 1090), two gave negative examples of 

engaging with people of Facebook (ln. 1112-1117, 1134) and one gave both bad and 

good examples (ln. 1163, 1189).  

In essence, creating both useful platforms, media and settings remains a dubious yet 

ongoing experiment with these staff. Considering the challenges here, the archaeological 

staff commented on the way that archaeological information can act as a neutraliser:  

!ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôʲ "lȺɔ"ŴŴʲ lɔȺȡ ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ "ŴŴ ƶí ȺĊĜȡ ˹˲˺ b±l"ɔȡ± Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± "ȉ± ȉ±"ŴŴʲ ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺ±| 

in the city, its past, and they set-aside all of the complaints about the Council once 

you start exploring these areas with them  

(Harry 2015, Interview 4, ln. 301-303). 

Thus, this solution̚ the neutralising factor of heritage as knowledge beyond council 

issues̚ lƶɔŴ| b± "||±| Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± ̂ĉƶʞ Ⱥƶ ƌ"Ɩ"ô± "ƖĜƌ"Ⱥ±| lƶƖʘ±ȉȡ"ȺĜƶƖȡ̃ ȡƶŴɔȺĜƶƖȡ bƶʬ˱ ĉ± 

does however acknowledge that heritage can stir tensions (i.e. the Fulford battle field 

example is given straight after this quote). The presentation of archaeological information 

will gain much in being mindful of the engagement issues grappled with by the other CYC 

practitioners either in situ or by use of digital media platforms. Indeed, since fieldwork 

various consultative techniques are being explored by the MyFutureYork project in their 

use of different consultation spaces and media (MyFutureYork 2017a).  

If the act of exploring historic aspects of the city can be a neutraliser, than the way that 

exploration is achieved is highly important to collaboration. Different forms of media ̚

tools of information sharing̚continue to be experimented with by the council staff in  

lƶƖȡɔŴȺ"ȺĜƶƖȡ ʞĜȺĊ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ community groups  and judged to lesser or greater effects. How 

different forms of media impact the revealing of different localities (and collaborative 

discussions about them) is now discussed. 
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Locality & Heritage 

Changing boundaries: 

The reader may notice that these thematic discussions are interwoven in their content. The 

next is no exception, as it includes themes of challenges, vision and communication etc., 

ʞĊĜlĊ l"Ɩ b± ȡ±±Ɩ ȺĊȉ±"|±| ȺĊȉƶɔôĊ ȺĊ± ±ʬȺȉ"lȺȡ˱ ȹĊĜȡ ȺĊ±ƌ± ƶí ̂Ŵƶl"ŴĜȺʲ̃ "Ɩ| ̂Ŵƶl"Ŵ̃ Ĝȡ " 

slippery term to consider as we have seen; i.e. there are several ways in which the CYC 

divides the area that it controls. Perimeters of the everyday and official boundaries can 

change and eventually become heritage pathways; i.e. after the 1996 boundary change 

new data from adopted  localities were taken by the archaeological staff and inputted into 

the HER (Harry 2015, Interview 4, ln. 122-127).  

In terms of planning, localities comprise the visual edges of place and these edges are 

se±Ɩ "Ⱥ ȺĊ± ĊĜôĊ Ŵ±ʘ±Ŵ ƶí lĜȺʲ ȡȺȉ"Ⱥ±ôʲ˰ ˹˲˺ Ĝí |±ȡĜôƖĜƖô " bɔĜŴ|ĜƖô ĜƖ ȡɔȉȉƶɔƖ|ĜƖô bɔĜŴ|ĜƖôȡ 

ŴƶƶŦȡ ŴĜŦ± ȺĊĜȡ ȺĊ±Ɩ ȺĊ± Ǻ±ȉĜƌ±Ⱥ±ȉȡ Ċ"ʘ± Ⱥƶ ȉ±íŴ±lȺ ȺĊ"Ⱥ bɔĜŴ|ĜƖô ˹˲˺ " Ɩ±ʞ ǺĜ±l± ƶí ʱƶȉŦ Ĝȡ 

very difficult in this respect (George 2015, Fieldnotes 2, ln. 127-129). 

Moreover, the relationship between routes and boundaries (as part of transport and 

infrastructure) is considering as a way of identifying heritage in different places: 

˹˲˺ ȺĊ±ȉ±̃ȡ " ʘ"ȡȺ |Ĝíí±ȉ±Ɩl± b±Ⱥʞ±±Ɩ ŴĜʘĜƖô ĜƖ ʱƶȉŦ "Ɩ|ˮ ȡ"ʲˮ ŴĜʘĜƖô ĜƖ a"ȡĜƖôȡȺƶŦ±˱ 

And Reading, I would say, is an example where a heritage has been destroyed by 

Ⱥȉ"ƖȡǺƶȉȺ˱ a±l"ɔȡ± ʲƶɔ̃ʘ± ôƶȺˮ ě ȺĊĜƖŦˮ |ɔ"Ŵ-carriageways cutting in and around the 

town 

(Mark 2015, Interview 3, ln. 120-123). 

Boundaries and routes can also be changed to reveal new and old localities by both the 

City of York Council and new economic ventures. In this example, the major insurance 

broker Hiscox (at one point in 2015) were considering changing a historical route between 

the gap in the city walls between Red Tower and Layerthorpe: 

 ˹˲˺ ȺĊ±ʲ ʞƶɔŴ| b± ȺȉʲĜƖô Ⱥƶ ȉ±-develop the pathway from the Red Tower round to 

ȺĊ± ĉěȠkƵʫ bɔĜŴ|ĜƖôˮ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ɩ b"lŦ ɔǺ ǹ±"ȡĊƶŴƌ± óȉ±±Ɩ˱ ˹˲˺ ĉ"ȉȉʲ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ȺĊĜȡ 

will require new signage and potentially new interpret ation panels for the Red Tower 
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(Harry 2015, Fieldnotes 1, ln. 243-249). 

We talked about how the Fishpool could be brought into Context it because you 

would be stood in the Fishpool if you were walking past that part of the city 100 

years ago or more. The interpretation designer says that we could use the current 

studs and redesign with the fishes, although that will be fantastically expensive. 

ĉ"ȉȉʲ ȡ"ʲȡ Ċ±̃ȡ ƖƶȺ ȡɔȉ± ƶí Ⱥhe status of the public pathway 

(Fieldnotes 2, ln. 99-104). 

Although this visual pedestrian-plan has not since come to fruition, positing route change 

in this way brings the ambitions of new developments to the fore (sewing old and new 

together). Revealing old localities after developments or place changes have occurred is 

±ʬ±ƌǺŴĜíĜ±| ʞĜȺĊ ǺŴ"Ɩȡ íƶȉ ȠȺ ų±ƶƖ"ȉ|̃ȡ Place: 

ĉ± ŴƶƶŦȡ "Ⱥ Ŵƶl"ȺĜƶƖ ǺŴ"Ɩȡˮ ̄ƖƶȺ ƌ"Ɩʲ Ǻ±ƶǺŴ± ŦƖƶʞ ȺĊ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉʲ ƶí ȠȺ ų±ƶƖ"ȉ|ȡ ǺŴ"l±̅˱ 

He talks about St Leonards place and the Roman wall and Civic Trust plaque that has 

been removed or stolen because it was bronze. 

 ě "ȡŦ˰ ̄ʱƶɔ lĊƶȡ± ȺĊĜȡ ȡǺ"l± b±l"ɔȡ± ĜȺ Ĝȡ " bɔȡʲ ȡǺ"l± Ɩ±ʬȺ Ⱥƶ ȺĊ± bɔȡ ȡȺƶǺ˵̅  

Harry mentions that it's because this roman road is not visible to the human eye  

(Fieldnotes 2, ln. 42-43).  

These extracts above highlight different ways of knowing the changing of boundaries and 

locality. Thus, knowing locality (on the part of the archaeological staff and others) depends 

heavily on historical research (which can occur through consulting the HER). 
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Knowing Local:  

 

Figure 38 Archaeological & Conservation 'library' in West Offices, photograph by author (2015) 

Image Content: ! lɔǺbƶ"ȉ| íɔŴŴ ƶí ʘ"ȉĜƶɔȡ bƶƶŦȡ ȉ±Ŵ"Ⱥ±| Ⱥƶ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôʲ ˷ȺĊ± ̞̦̦̝ 

City Wall Survey is kept here, underneath several other books at the top right shelf).  

Layout: The photograph is portrait to fit the entirety of the cupboard.  

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The books remain at 

the West Offices. 

Experience: ě ƖƶȺĜl±| ȺĊĜȡ lɔǺbƶ"ȉ| íɔŴŴ ƶí |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺȡ ƶƖ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôʲ ƶƖ ȺĊ± íĜȉȡȺ 

day of my placement. I was drawn to ȺĊĜȡ ƌĜƖĜ ŴĜbȉ"ȉʲ íƶȉ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôʲ "Ɩ| 
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wondered how these resources were used in practice̚ I asked the archaeological staff and 

he said they were sometimes consulted and were slowly being digitised.  

For the heritage officer, knowing places and localities comes from a mixed familiarity with 

ǺŴ"l± "Ɩ| ȺĊ± ̂ȉ±"|ʲ Ⱥƶ Ċ"Ɩ|-Ɩ±ȡȡ̃ ƶí ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ íȉƶƌ ʞ±bȡĜȺ±ȡ ƶȉ ȺĊ± ĉ°Ȉ˰ 

Ƞƶ ě̃ƌ ɔȡĜƖô " bĜȺ ƶí ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô± ŞɔȡȺ íȉƶƌ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± ȺĊ"Ⱥ ě̃ʘ± ôƶȺˮ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ě̃ʘ± lĊ±lŦ±| 

this, I check the HER first just to see ií ȺĊ±ȉ± ʞ"ȡ "ƖʲȺĊĜƖô ȺĊ±ȉ±ˮ ʲƶɔ ŦƖƶʞˮ bɔȺ Ĝí ĜȺ̃ȡ 

ĜƖ "Ɩ "ȉ±" ƶí "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ĜƌǺƶȉȺ"Ɩl±ˮ ʲƶɔ ŦƖƶʞˮ ȺĊ±ȉ±̃ȡ Ǻȉƶb"bŴʲ ôƶĜƖô Ⱥƶ b± " 

ʞ"ȺlĊĜƖô bȉĜ±í˱ ȹĊ"Ⱥ ŦĜƖ| ƶí ȺĊĜƖôˮ ʲƶɔ ȡƶȉȺ ƶíˮ ʲƶɔ Ŵ±"ȉƖ ʞĊ±ȉ± "Ɩ| Ĝí ĜȺ̃ȡ "ŴƶƖô ȺĊ± 

ƋƶɔƖȺˮ ʲƶɔ ŦƖƶʞˮ ȺĊ±ȉ±̃ȡ Ȉƶƌ"Ɩ  ̙you ŦƖƶʞ˵ ˹˲˺ ȹĊ± ȺĊĜƖô Ĝȡ ʲƶɔ̃ʘ± ôƶȺ Ⱥƶ ʞƶȉŦ 

ƶɔȺ ʞĊ±ȉ± ȺĊ±ʲ "ȉ±˱ Ƞƶ ě ɔȡ±ˮ b±l"ɔȡ± ě |ƶƖ̃Ⱥ ŦƖƶʞ ʞĊ±ȉ± ±ʘ±ȉʲ ȡĜƖôŴ± ȡȺȉ±±Ⱥ Ĝȡ ĜƖ 

ʱƶȉŦˮ ě ɔȡ± ȺĊ± ʱƶȉŦ ƌ"Ǻ ȺĊĜƖô ȺĊ"Ⱥ ě̃ʘ± ôƶȺ ȡ"ʘ±| ƶƖ ƌʲ lƶƌǺɔȺ±ȉ ˹˲˺ 

(Hannah 2015, Interview 9, ln. 223-230). 

Alongside the use of HER maps, the Characterisation Project that the heritage officer had 

worked on previously has since become a shorthand knowledge of local areas, to get a 

general feel of place: 

˹˲˺ ě̃ʘ± b±±Ɩ ŴƶƶŦĜƖô "Ⱥ ƌʲ lĊ"ȉ"lȺ±ȉ ȡȺ"Ⱥ±ƌ±ƖȺȡ "Ɩ| ôƶĜƖô ̂ȉĜôĊȺˮ Ŧ±ʲ-views, that, 

ȺĊ"Ⱥˮ ȺĊ"Ⱥ˱˱˱̃ ʱƶɔ ŦƖƶʞ˵ ó±Ɩ±ȉ"Ŵ í±±Ŵ Ĝȡ ȺĊ"Ⱥ "Ɩ| ĜȺ ŞɔȡȺ Ĝȡ ôƶƶ| íƶȉ ȺĊ± ô±Ɩ±ȉ"Ŵ í±±Ŵ ŴĜŦ± 

that, rather than all the nitty -gritty detail  

(ln. 666-668). 

But the archaeological staff worker highlights that the below ground deposit model can 

assist further towards understanding local areas: 

Well, the character areas are actually defined by their above ground appearance. 

Whereas these are very much definitions which relate to very much what is going on 

below the ground.  

˹˲˺ 

˹˲˺"ŴȺĊƶɔôĊ ĜȺ Ĝȡ lƶʘ±ȉ±| bʲ ĉ"ƖƖ"Ċ̃ȡ ȡɔbȡ±ȅɔ±ƖȺ ʞƶȉŦ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ƌƶȉ± |±Ⱥ"ĜŴ±| 

characterisation we have carried out outside that Central Historic Core Conservation 
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Area. These were essentially defining research zones rather than character zones, or 

you could say that they were related to each other, and it then sort of applied these 

contour maps, these deposit model maps to the city to suggest where the deposits 

for each period are going to be preserved, where most of them are going to be 

preserved. So, this is just a model of the natural subsurface, but then you have got 

similar plans which relate to Roman 

(Harry 2015, Interview 10, ln. 296-316). 

 

Figure 39. Image of page within Ove Arup & Partners report (1991), photograph by author (2015) 

 

Image Content: This image shows a page from the ARUP report kept within the 

"ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôĜl"Ŵ ȡȺ"íí̃ȡ |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺȡ íƶŴ|±ȉ˱ ȹĊ± Ǻ"ô± |±Ⱥ"ĜŴȡ |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ǻ±ȉĜƶ|ȡ̃ ȡȺȉ"ȺĜôȉ"ǺĊʲ 

across York, signified by the sweeping lines and numbers. 

Layout: The photograph is landscape to fit the entiret y of the desktop screen. 

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and this thesis. The page can be 

found in the Ove Arup report (Ove Arup & Partners 1991).  
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Experience: The experience should be directly linked to the interview with archaeological 

ȡȺ"íí íȉƶƌ ʞĊĜlĊ ȺĊĜȡ ǺĊƶȺƶ ʞ"ȡ Ⱥ"Ŧ±Ɩ˰ ̄ȹĊ± !ȉɔǺ |ƶlɔƌ±ƖȺ ʘĜ±ʞ±| ȺĊ± ʞĊƶŴ± lĜȺʲ "ȡ " 

ȡĜȺ±ˮ ĜȺ ʞ"ȡ lƶƌǺƶȡ±| ƶí |Ĝíí±ȉ±ƖȺ Ǻ±ȉĜƶ| ȡȺȉ"ȺĜôȉ"ǺĊʲ̃ȡ ƶƖ ȺĊ"Ⱥ ĜȺ ȺȉĜ±| Ⱥƶ ƌ"Ǻ ȺĊ±ȡ± 

deposits and then by applying different criteria to it, like depth, whether the deposits were 

wet or dry, whether they had anaerobic preservation, whether they covered all of the 

Ǻ±ȉĜƶ|ȡ ƶȉ ŞɔȡȺ ȡƶƌ± Ǻ±ȉĜƶ|ȡ˱̅ ˷ĉ"ȉȉʲ ̢̟̝̞ˮ ěƖȺ±ȉʘĜ±ʞ ̞̝ˮ ŴƖ˱ ̟̥̦˸˱  

To summarise, knowing places locally can stem from the HER and other key repositories of 

information brought together. These repositories of knowledge are at the fingertips of 

some but inaccessible to others. Thus, other ways of knowing local inevitably exist. 

ʝĊ"Ⱥ̃ȡ ųƶl"Ŵ Ⱥƶ ʝĉƵ˵ 

Knowing local in the ways outlined above is part of an archaeoŴƶôĜȡȺ̃ȡ ȉ±ƌĜȺ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ Ŵƶl"Ŵ 

authorities. Yet, the wish to compare expert views (more archaeologically detailed) to 

other lived experiences is clearly something wished for: 

I wanted to know where my character areas differed from other peoples. And I knew 

that there would be instances where people say, 'Well I think I'm in that area but I 

live on this side of the line.' So I wanted to do those workshops and things if we had 

a second phase. But I knew I would be opening up a can of worms and asking for a 

bit o f trouble at the same time  

(Hannah 2015, Interview 7, ln. 463-467). 

This brings us to the need to compare different and contemporary viewpoints of local, 

particularly with regards to how boundaries are comprised, i.e. Neighbourhood Planning. 

Who decides to create the initial boundary (and where) is equally important, and can be 

distinguished by urban and rural distinctions (as shown by a conversation between the 

archaeological staff worker and neighbourhood planning officer):  

Harry brings up issue of Non-Parish or urban NPs̚ ʞĊʲ "ȉ±Ɩ̃Ⱥ ȺĊ±ȉ± ƌƶȉ± ƶí ȺĊ±ȡ±˵  

Gill explains that these can occur once a Neighbourhood Forum has been set up. 

Harry: Does this cause barriers to wards in the setting up of NPs? 

Gill: No these are treated in the same way at PCs once the NF has been set up. 
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Harry: No ward areas can apply for NP? 

Gill: No too big an area 

Kat: What defines too big? 

Gill: Ripon is an example of a NP which covers a whole town. But the issue with a 

ward is that there are too many commun ities̚not cohesive organisation  

(Gill & Harry 2015, Fieldnotes 1, ln. 187-196). 

ěƖ|±±|ˮ ȺĊ± ǺƶĜƖȺ ȉ±ô"ȉ|ĜƖô ̂lƶĊ±ȡĜʘ± ƶȉô"ƖĜȡ"ȺĜƶƖ̃ ƶí " lƶƌƌɔƖĜȺʲˮ ȺĊƶȡ± ʞĊƶ |ƶ ƖƶȺ 

know or value the same local, comes up again with regards to place-based decision-

making: 

We spend a lot of time on  ȡȺȉ±±Ⱥ ŴĜôĊȺĜƖôˮ b±l"ɔȡ± ʲƶɔ̃| ô±Ⱥ Ċ"Ŵí ȺĊ± ʘĜŴŴ"ô± ȡ"ʲĜƖôˮ 

̂ȹĊĜȡ ʘĜŴŴ"ô± Ĝȡ ĜƖ ȺĊ± |"ȉŦ "ô±ȡ "Ɩ| ʞ±̃ʘ± ôƶȺ Ɩƶ ǺȉƶǺ±ȉ ȡȺȉ±±Ⱥ ŴĜôĊȺȡ˱̃ !Ɩ| ȺĊ± ƶȺĊ±ȉ 

Ċ"Ŵí ƶí ȺĊ± ʘĜŴŴ"ô± ȡ"ʲȡˮ ̂ȹĊ"Ⱥ̃ȡ ʞĊʲ ʞ± ŴĜʘ± Ċ±ȉ±˳ ʝ± ŴĜŦ± ĜȺ˳ ʝ± ŴĜŦ± ȺĊ± ƶŴ| ȉɔȡȺʲ 

lƶŴɔƌƖȡˮ |ƶƖ̃Ⱥ ȺƶɔlĊ ȺĊ±ƌˮ |ƶƖ̃Ⱥ ǺɔȺ Ɩ±ʞ ƶƖ±ȡ ɔǺ˳ ʝ± ʞ"ƖȺ ȺĊĜȡ˱̃ Ƞƶ ʲƶɔ would get 

these opposing views  

(Betty 2015, Interview 8, ln. 211-214). 

These opposing views are highlighted by one participant in C&E as part of place-based 

concerns, which are handled differently at different levels: 

Sometimes perhaps the residents are interested in more what you might call grass 

roots, pavement politics if you like. Whereas the council might be more concerned in 

the underlying economic factors that create those conditions which is usually 

wrapped up in, in some kind of jargon or red tape.  

˹˲˺ Ƞƶ ĜȺ̃ȡ " ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖ ƶí ȡl"Ŵ± Ǻ±ȉĊ"Ǻȡ˱ ʱƶɔ ȡȺ"ȉȺ ʞĜȺĊ ȺĊ± Ǻ±ȉȡƶƖ "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ɩ ʲƶɔ Ċ"ʘ± 

ȡƶƌ±bƶ|Ĝ±ȡ̃ Ĝƌƌ±|Ĝ"Ⱥ± Ɩ±ĜôĊbƶɔȉĊƶƶ| "Ɩ| ȺĊ±Ɩ ʲƶɔ Ċ"ʘ± ȺĊ±Ĝȉ ȡƶȉȺ ƶí Ŵƶl"Ŵ ȡǺĊ±ȉ± 

of influence, and then that builds up  into wards and then into the whole city so the 

council has a responsibility for the whole city, and to provide services equitably 

across the city in a sort of strategic way and to achieve economies of scale whereas 

people exist in their own day-to-day zone 
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(Mike 2015, Interview 2, ln. 59-64 & 81-92). 

Thus, scales (which I understand as smaller and larger connected place-nodes) range 

between the smaller localities of pavement politics and the whole city, all of which are 

historically configured. Expert historical knowledge meets with contemporary local scales 

and can be brought to the fore through various platforms. And yet, as has already been 

discussed, fitting in heritage into both city -wide strategic priorities (in order to make 

future place-making decisions more informed) require ongoing conversations (and 

therefore resources) which in turn require some thought as to their settings, and 

appropriate levels of information conveyed and queried (through different media).  

After discussing these different theoretical themes at length, I now move to discuss how 

they work together in line with the research questions. 

5.3 Analysing the data 

This chapter has explored:  

¶ kʱk̃ȡ "ȉlĊ"±ƶŴƶôʲ ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ȺĊ± lƶƖȺ±ʬȺ ƶí ȉ±|ɔl±| ȡ±ȉʘĜl±ȡ "Ɩ| ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ 

current and emerging local plan;  

¶ ȺĊ± ʘ"Ŵɔ± ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȺƶɔȉĜȡƌ ±lƶƖƶƌʲ ĜƖ lƶƖƖ±lȺ±| Ⱥƶ "ȡǺ±lȺȡ ƶí ȺĊ± lĜȺʲ̃ȡ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô±˯ 

¶ key theoretical themes drawn from interrogation of fieldnotes, interviews and 

photos through NVivo coding queries and my interpretative selection of the data . 

To help consider how the different themes shape together, the following research 

ȅɔ±ȡȺĜƶƖȡ "ȉ± "Ɩȡʞ±ȉ±| "ŴƶƖôȡĜ|± "Ɩ ĜƖȺ±ȉǺȉ±Ⱥ"ȺĜʘ± ̂ʗ"Ŵɔ±-"lȺĜƶƖ |Ĝ"ôȉ"ƌ̃ ʞĊĜlĊ ʘĜȡɔ"ŴĜȡ±ȡ 

the dynamics that are discussed in the themes. This can also be found in NVivo and forms 

an interactive hypermap which connects themes straight to the coding queries from which 

I formed my thematic discussion above. 

1. What heritage value-actions can be identified at this node? 

From the data the following value statements and value-actions have been identified 

Valuing heritage in (and as part of) place 

Heritage is valued aspect of the evolution of place, within the fieldwork data but also 

within Heritage Topic Paper.  
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Tourism value 

Place̚ "ȡ ̂!ƌbĜ±Ɩl±̃̚and heritage attractions are connected Ⱥƶ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ ȺƶɔȉĜȡƌ ±lƶƖƶƌʲ 

for York and confirmed by ongoing statistics collect by VisitYork. 

Understanding othersõ heritage value: 

ʗ"Ŵɔ±ȡ ĜƖ ȺĊ± íƶȉƌ ƶí ƶȺĊ±ȉȡ̃ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ʘ"Ŵɔ±ȡ "ȉ± ȡƶɔôĊȺ ˷"ȡ ŦƖƶʞŴ±|ô±˸ "Ɩ| l"Ɩ b± 

comprehended (when referencing other community groups̃ ĜƖȺ±ȉ±ȡȺȡ˸ "ȡ lƶƖƖ±lȺ±| Ⱥƶ 

individual interactions with place and other personal connections to the past via objects, 

memories or other connections. It is also identified as part of cultural opportunities̚i.e. 

access to museums̚ which are shown to be a signifier of a good place to live in the Big 

York Survey for residents.  

Valuing data for othersõ heritage value and best practice 

In addition, valued best practices (to aid weighing up for decision -making) are evident in 

some of the strategies towards gaining understanding, such as through the collection and 

maintenance of heritage data via research or successful case studies. 

Heritage as part of growth/identity 

ȹĊĜȡ Ĝȡ ĜƌǺŴĜlĜȺ ĜƖ ȺĊ± ȉƶŴ± ȺĊ"Ⱥ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± ǺŴ"ʲȡ ĜƖ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ íɔȺɔȉ± ʞĜȺĊĜƖ ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩȡ˱ However, 

the role for heritage in this aim has shifted somewhat between 2005 to 2017. 

2. How do these values correspond to any ôvisionsõ of the CYC? 

Visions are connected between the different domains; each have their own goals to 

pursue which feed into a greater visions for city management. These can be influenced by 

ǹƶŴĜlʲ kƶƖȺ±ʬȺȡ ˷ȡɔlĊ "ȡ ȺĊ± ųƶl"ŴĜȡƌ !lȺˮ ǺŴ"ƖƖĜƖô ǺƶŴĜlĜ±ȡˮ ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ Ɩ±±| íƶȉ ȺĊ± ųƶl"Ŵ ǹŴ"Ɩ 

etc.). The contexts and policies can in turn both shape, instigate and inform consultation 

with community groups  (and shape how knowledge and values are gathered and 

decisions made via a collaboration spectrum). This is where values (either sought or being 

attributed to best practices) become part of the medley of decision -making, towards 

established visions.  

3. If there are challenges & contrasting values, what are these? 

The collaborative actions are beset with both pragmatic resource dependent (i.e. lack of 

staff, skills, finances and time) and theoretical challenges.  Managing the disagreements 

between council workers and community groups  of York and the agreement of what 
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counts as knowledge or evidence is an ongoing challenge (and arguably the crux of 

contrasting values and opposing views). There is a contradiction evident where 

participants highlight the  need to work with such values for heritage and the scrutiny paid 

to it in terms of meeting evidence base. These are highlighted in green in the Value-action 

diagram and can be considered pressure points. 

4. What is the relationship between the CYC, and 

a. local collaboration 

Specific domains of the council seek to support community  groups in differing ways 

across the whole of York to achieve their own visions (i.e. via Communities & Equalities), 

whilst understanding how their vision or their organisational struc ture may fluctuate. 

Examples are given including Neighbourhood Planning, Reinvigorate York, or other forms 

of heritage activity through general discussions (i.e. Friends of York Walls).  

b. other forms of engagement? 

Other engagements including consultations and the exchange of information and values 

are given through different forms of media. Conversations, such as with the Local Plan, can 

be spatialised and configured through different contexts and platforms (offline and 

online). Trends have developed in these strategies over time (and in 2015, changed to 

consider face-to-face strategies as best practice). 

5. Overall, what is the relationship between the CYC, heritage and 

locality? 

Locality is known (and can be revealed) as historically comprised yet contemporary 

localities are impacted by contemporary drivers (such as housing). York localities may be 

scaled in terms of the priorities (or visions) between pavement politics to the city at large.   

 



 

 

 

 

  

Figure 40. West Office place-node Value-action diagram 



 

 

 

 

5.4 Discussion 

The data here shows several aspects. Despite the lack of gaining a strong constructivist 

insight̚i.e. how certain projects or systems of work developed over time at the CYC̚  

consistent accounts have been gained on how heritage management takes place and how 

it interacts with other domains. How heritage is weighted overall by the CYC has altered 

between 2005-2017 via the Local Plans. Moreover, through the accounts of work by 

different participants in 2015, it becomes clearer exactly how heritage management is not 

happening in isolation but alongside various services. In considering the initial value-

action diagrams of Chapter Three, it becomes clear there is certainly a more complex 

̂ǺĜlȺɔȉ±̃ Ⱥƶ b±ĊƶŴ| ĜƖ Ⱥ±ȉƌȡ ƶí Ċƶʞ Ċ±ȉĜȺ"ô± values function within this local authority.  

Indeed, there are many contradictions regarding the practical approaches to heritage 

value at this place-node. On the one hand, as is expected and typical of English cities, a 

strong heritage value permeates th± kʱk̃ȡ ȉ±Ŵ"ȺĜƶƖȡĊĜǺ ʞĜȺĊ ĜȺȡ ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl lĜȺʲ ĜƖ ǺƶŴĜlʲ 

documents (whilst acknowledging that changes in weight have occurred). Moreover, value 

is clearly attributed to heritage through the focus on tourism attractions. However, the 

archaeological and heritag± ȡȺ"íí̃ȡ "Ĝƌ Ⱥƶ ȉ±ʘ±"Ŵ bƶȺĊ ƌƶȉ± ĊĜȡȺƶȉĜl"Ŵ ĜƖíƶȉƌ"ȺĜƶƖ "Ɩ| 

communal heritage value̚for the purpose of generated valued data for the future ̚has 

practical and theoretical challenges at the time of research. Steps to enhance/reveal the 

HER were beset with lack of resources, whilst communal heritage values are devalued due 

to lack of evidence base and perceived in some cases as biased information by different 

groups. Yet simultaneously, localism efforts occur under the same roof, seeking to enable 

community g roups to take responsibility for their local areas. A beguiling area of 

knowledge comes from the concept of pavement politics̚which suits the notion of multi -

local̚and the importance of being able to support local communities in their own visions 

of place.  In addition, certain ways of engaging with people in different contexts are 

known within the council and are highly relevant to the further involvement of local 

people in heritage management. Lastly, it is also possible to consider the circulation of 

information within documents and media as part of a cycle of knowing, (i.e. Local Plan 

consultations) that are metamorphosed within the physical challenges of consultation and 

reiterated.  
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It is of interest therefore, whether these contradictions evident within the CYC might also 

be evident in practices between the council and community groups (and in addition, the 

latter with other community groups). The following chapter considers heritage 

management at the pavement level. To this end, Chapter 6 examines the development of 

two heritage asset disposals, having succeeded prior to the 2011 Localism Act. Examining 

the disposal of heritage assets reveals the values of the councils which devolve the assets, 

those who take them on and the locality of the asset in qu estion.  

  



216 

 

 

6: Pre-2011 Heritage Asset Transfers 

6.0 Introduction 

After considering how heritage is valued within the City of York Council based at the West 

Offices, two smaller place-nodes will now be laid out. In this chapter, two York-based 

heritage asset transfer projects̚the Tithe Barn (Poppleton) and the Holgate Windmill 

(Holgate)̚are examined through the recounted value-actions of two community 

organisations. The major difference between these place-nodes and the West Offices is 

the obviously smaller scope of the organisations studied and a clearer account of asset 

ǺȉƶŞ±lȺȡ̃ Ǻȉƶôȉ±ȡȡĜƶƖ ƶʘ±ȉ time (which span over ten years before the Localism Act). Here I 

present the becoming stages of both projects wherein initial visions were created and 

realised, including some information regarding the subsequent impact of the assets. 

Neither ethnographic interviews nor live accounts of practice were undertaken. The 

information gathered was not coded in NVivo for several pragmatic reasons (as outlined in 

Chapter Four, page 137, and reflected on in Chapter Nine). Despite this move away from 

coding as a way to dig into the data, the Place-Node research questions were answered as 

part of the analysis, followed by a Value-action diagram and a conclusion. 

I now begin with  the first case study, Poppleton Tithe Barn, which commenced in 1989.  

6.1. Poppleton Tithe Barn (Nether Poppleton, York) 

6.1.1 Contextualising the Locality 

The following information is taken from the Tithe Barn website (Friends of Poppleton 

2016), Poppleton Village Design Statement (2003), Hodges and Watson (2000), Historic 

England (2017f) and from recent fieldnotes conversations with current trustees (Appendix 

C.iii).  

The Poppleton Tithe Barn is a 16th century grade two listed building within the Manor 

Farm building complex located in Nether Poppleton, York. Nether Poppleton is within the 

kĜȺʲ ƶí ʱƶȉŦ̃ȡ Ȉɔȉ"Ŵ ʝ±ȡȺ ʱƶȉŦ ʞ"ȉ|ˮ ʞĊĜlĊ Ċ"ȡ lɔȉȉ±ƖȺŴʲ " ǺƶǺɔŴ"ȺĜƶƖ ƶí ̤ˮ̥̦̟ "Ɩ| "Ɩ 

index of deprivation of 6.67 (ranking 14/21 wards in York) (CYC 2017p, 10). The ward was 

previously part of Harrogate Borough Council, part of the North Yorkshire County Council , 

before a boundary change in 1996. Despite the building of a railway station in 1848 (which 
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gradually increased housing development in the area) up until 1967 the villages of Nether 

and Upper Poppleton were predominantly rural in purpose and physical form (attributed 

to the Enclosure Act of 1769). After 1968, Nether and nearby Upper Poppleton were joined 

together due to wide scale development. Aspects of the historic and rural character of the 

conjoined Poppleton villages remained. This included the Manor Farm with its adjacent 

farm buildings, Moated Site (a Scheduled Ancient Monument), and fields, all next to the 

church, on the edge of Nether Poppleton. The Manor Farm area had had little 

development or interventions other than repairs.  

The Manor Farm complex consists of an integrated historic cluster of buildings and open 

space in Nether Poppleton. As part of a reassessment of the area between 1995-7, Historic 

England (then English Heritage) extended the boundary of the Scheduled Ancient 

Monument well beyond the moated site as they felt that archaeological remains 

highlighted the development of Anglo -Saxon ecclesiastical intuitions and their evolution 

into the medi eval period. The Anglo-Saxon church site (St Everildas) was considered high 

status (probably monastic) and its significance was continued into the early medieval 

period (as indicated by the presence of the moat). The moat is interpreted as symbolic 

rather ȺĊ"Ɩ íƶȉ |±í±ƖȡĜʘ± ǺɔȉǺƶȡ± "Ɩ| ĜƖ|Ĝl"Ⱥ±ȡ ȺĊ± ƌ±|Ĝ±ʘ"Ŵ ̄|ĜȡȺȉĜbɔȺĜƶƖ ƶí ʞ±"ŴȺĊ "Ɩ| 

ȡȺ"Ⱥɔȡ ĜƖ ȺĊ± lƶɔƖȺȉʲȡĜ|±̅ ˷ĉ° ̟̝̞̤í˸˱ ȹĊ± ȡĜôƖĜíĜl"Ɩl± ƶí ȺĊ± ȡĜȺ± Ĝȡ "Ŵȡƶ "ȺȺȉĜbɔȺ±| Ⱥƶ Ċ"ʘ± 

̄ĜƖíŴɔ±Ɩl±| ȺĊ± |±ʘ±ŴƶǺƌ±ƖȺ "Ɩ| Ŵ"ʲƶɔȺ ƶí ƕ±ȺĊ±ȉ ǹƶǺǺŴ±ȺƶƖ̅ ˷ĉ° ̟̝̞̤í˸ˮ Ǻ"ȉȺĜlɔlarly the 

road (Church Lane) which complied with the location and scope of the Manor Farm area. 

The fishponds to the east indicate later economic and domestic uses connected to key 

buildings on the site, which continued to be important to the village as ne w spaces were 

developed. 
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Figure 41. Aerial Photographic of York in 1971. © York View (2017b) 

Image Content: Aerial photograph in 1970s of Poppleton localities. This photograph 

shows the new housing development which conjoins Upper and Nether Poppleton 

together. 

Layout: This image is cropped from a large aerial survey of the whole of York.  

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and in the thesis. The original can be 

sourced from the York View website. 

Experience: This image indicates the evolution of the localities over time. The black and 

white again image is appealing but again, active looking is required to locate the Manor 

Farm area (so I have pinpointed it using a ring). 
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Figure 42. Roof tiles removed by NYCC after some storm damage. Image © Friends of Poppleton Tithe Barn 

(2016). 

Image Content: The Tithe Barn in 1990 after storm damage. The North Yorkshire County 

Council (then owners) removed the roof tiles and replaced them with plastic sheets. The 

Tithe Barn trustee related that this perceived negligence caused much concern for the 

volunteers seeking to save the buildings from development at the time v̙alue-action  

Layout: Landscape shot, with entirety of the length of the roof in v iew.  

Velocity: This image resides in the research database and thesis. The original is accessible 

on the Tithe Barn Website. 

Experience: ȹĊ± ǺĊƶȺƶôȉ"ǺĊ Ċ"ȡ b±±Ɩ ̂ȺĜƖȺ±|̃ ʞĊĜlĊ "||ȡ Ⱥƶ " ʘ±ȉʲ ȡƶŴ±ƌƖ ʘĜ±ʞ ƶí ȺĊ± 

barn. 



220 

 

 

 

Figure 43. Restored Tithe Barn by author (2017) 

Image Content: The Tithe Barn in a complete state, doors open and a plant pot in the 

foreground (value-activity: placing of pot outside)  

Layout: Landscape shot, with entirety of the length of the roof in view, taken fro m the 

front verge. 

Velocity: This image I resides in the research database and thesis. 

Experience: This image is a lot more positive than the first (both open doors and plant 

pot suggest active use). I have purposefully placed this and the above image together in 

ƶȉ|±ȉ Ⱥƶ ǺȉƶʘƶŦ± " ̂b±íƶȉ±̃ "Ɩ| ̂"íȺ±ȉ̃ ±ʬǺ±ȉĜ±Ɩl± íƶȉ ȺĊ± ȉ±"|±ȉ˱ ȹĊ± Ⱥʞƶ "Ŵȡƶ ȡĊƶʞ bƶȺĊ 

̂Ŵ±íȺ̃ "Ɩ| ̂ȉĜôĊȺ̃ ƶí ȺĊ± bɔĜŴ|ĜƖô˱ In respect to the Tithe Barn specifically, from the mid 

̢̞̝̝̃ȡ ĜȺ ȡȺƶȉ±| í"ȉƌ-produce paid as tax to the Manor House. Later it was used as a 

threshing barn and later still as a storage facility for hay and potatoes (in the 20th 

century). Other notable uses of the Tithe Barn (again reinforcing the significance of the 

ȡĜȺ±˸ ĜƖlŴɔ|± ȺĊ± ȡĊ±ŴȺ±ȉĜƖô ƶí ǹȉĜƖl± ȈɔǺ±ȉȺ̃ȡ ȺȉƶƶǺȡ |ɔȉĜƖg the English Civil war, and in 

̞̣̣̝ ȺĊ± ô"ȺĊ±ȉĜƖô ƶí ųƶȉ| ì"Ĝȉí"ʬ̃ȡ ȡƶŴ|Ĝ±ȉȡ "Ⱥ ȺĊ± ȹĜȺĊ± a"ȉƖ ˷ĊĜȡ ȡĜȡȺ±ȉ ŴĜʘ±| "Ⱥ ȺĊ± Ƌ"Ɩƶȉ 
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House) ahead of marching to York for the proclamation of the restoration of King Charles 

II. Physically, the Tithe Barn is predominantly a sixteenth century timber-framed building 

encased in eighteenth-century brick with twentieth century repairs (after fire damage in 

1928). Along with the other farm buildings (such as the cow sheds) the Tithe Barn was 

used by a farmer up until the late 20th century. 

After the farmer retired in 1989, several culminating factors meant that local-residents 

formed an action group. They eventually took on the ownership and restoration of the 

Tithe Barn building from the then current local authority, Nort h Yorkshire County Council. 

The following timeline summarises the development of this project.  

6.1.2 Tithe Barn restoration timeline 

This summary timeline is drawn from the timeline created in collaboration with two 

trustees of the Tithe Barn. The full and more detailed timeline is located in Appendix C.i. 

The more detailed timeline shows the different people involved̚maintaining 

anonymity̚and the challenges that were overcome during the becoming stages of the 

project. It also highlights some key moments that instigated further action which lead to 

the vision creation  



 

 

 

 

1989-1990: Call to Action

ωFarmer retires, Manor Farm area is left empty.

ωNorth Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) create plans for 13 
dwellings.

ωFormation of Poppleton History & Poppleton Preservation 
Group (PPG). They campaigned against the plans by 
organising local meetings, approaching supporters and 
encouraging English Heritage to review the site's scheduled 
status.

Nov 1990-April 1994: PPG take advantage of time

ωIn late 1990, the NYCC planning application was withdrawn 
because of the PPG campaign. 

ωInactivity from NYCC thereafter (caused by Green Belt and 
boundary changes) allowed PPG time to draw up plans, to 
press EH to review their designation,to press Harrogate 
Borough Council to include the site in a Conservation Area 
and to campaign for Manor Farm to be included in the new 
Green Belt.

May 1994: A productive meeting

ωNYCC call a meeting with all parties involved, to discuss the 
PPG's ideas for the site.

ωThis is a very productive meeting and PPG were given 6 
months to develop a feasibility plan, which if was successful, 
would allow them to complete an asset transfer of the Tithe 
Barn. PPG had to raise the funds to restore it and also 
purchase the wider Manor Farm Area. 

Summer 1994-1995: Further Campaigning 

ωThe PPG then sought to convince the local community of 
their plans for the area and gained donations towards the 
funds to buy Manor Farm from NYCC.

ωThey divided into different teams to work on the different 
areas in the Manor Farm.

ωWhen 6months ran out, an NYCC officer allotted them 
further time to raise the funds.

1995-1997: Consolidating ideas

ωAfter the local church turned down offer of ownership the 
Tithe Barn Trust was established (and the decision to make it 
a venue for hire was consolidated)

ωAfter an initial approach, HLF offered them grant funding for 
restoration of Tithe Barn if certain conditions were met

ωThe Manor Farm's scheduled status was renewed, it was also  
included in Green Belt and in the Conservation Area. 

1997-2000: Grant succes

ωAfter HLF's grant was awarded (£130K) and the local 
community had raised £75K, the outright purchase of Manor 
Farm was achieved and the asset transfer of the Tithe Barn 
completed.

ωA business plan was created and decisions over restoration 
continued.

ωThe Tithe Barn received the Duke of York award in 1999. It 
opened for business in 2000. 



 

 

 

 

6.1.3 Current Relationship with Locality 

Whilst the timelines show the becoming stages of the site, one of the trustees was asked 

whether they felt the building is connected to its locality  at the current time. The answers 

are   located in Appendix C.iii and will be discussed further as part of the analysis.  

I now examine some of the media associated with the Tithe Barn during its becoming 

stages and contemporary media. As with the images above, the visual toolkit to the 

selected media. 

6.1.4 Visual media analysis: posters, websites & social media 

Flyers: 
As part of the local fundraising campaign between 1996-1997, the Poppleton Preservation 

Group designed flyers which were distributed to th e local houses and at meetings. 

Analysis of the visual content of two flyers follows: 

 

Figure 44˱ ìųʱ°Ȉ !˰ ̄ǹƶǺǺŴ±ȺƶƖ ȹĜȺĊ± a"ȉƖ̚Ȉ±ȡȺƶȉ"ȺĜƶƖ ǹȉƶŞ±lȺ̅ ˷{!ȹ° "ǺǺȉƶʬ˱ !ǺȉĜŴ ̞̦̦̤˸ ìȉƶƖȺ "Ɩ| b"lŦ˱ 

Photographs by author (2017). 


























































































































































































































































































