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Abstract: A crucial element in the human search for well-being is achieving a sense of identity within,
and belonging to, the landscape in which we live. Landscape should be understood as not only
the visible environment but the affective values we attach to it and how we shape it in our mind’s
eye. These inner reflections of our landscapes constitute one of our richest archives, in particular,
in terms of creating and passing down to future generations our cultural memories. The current
paper is a review of literature on the concepts of urban heritage conservation, and, in particular,
the development of the historic urban landscape (HUL) approach, with reference to the role and
contribution of cultural memory and its presence in the urban landscape. We also investigate how
the notions of place attachment and identity interrelate with cultural memory to elucidate how such
interrelations can contribute to human psychosocial well-being and quality of life (QOL). This review
points to the neglected role of cultural memory in the maintenance of psychosocial well-being in
HULs, a topic which requires further research to deepen our understanding about its importance in
urban environments.
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1. Introduction

A recent strand in well-being research has focused on the crucial role of health and comfort within
the human environment [1]. Well-being can be understood as comprising both physical (i.e., tangible)
and psychosocial (i.e., intangible) elements [2]. Within the latter category, affect, the impact of lived
experience, and the influence of the psyche can all mould how humans interpret and interact with the
spaces in which they live. Memory, likewise, is important in forming attitudes toward environments,
as humans call on stored memory data in built environments to retain and re-enact behaviours and
attitudes [3]. In this context, this paper aims to review relevant literature to elaborate on the role
of cultural memory in the value ascribed by humans to their landscapes and its role in achieving
psychosocial well-being. In this paper, historic urban landscapes (HULs) provide an interactive ground
on which these processes take place and will need to be discussed at length to establish the relations
between cultural memory, people and the urban landscapes they inhabit. Here, cultural memory is
seen as a dynamic—“an ongoing process of remembrance and forgetting, in which individuals and
groups continue to reconfigure their relationship to the past and hence reposition themselves in relation
to established and emergent memory sites” [4]. This means that cultural memory has important and
reciprocal connections to space and place.

To achieve our aim, we need to investigate the emergence and nature of HULs and what cultural
memory connections humans have to place and historic landscapes. In addition, whether the aspects
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of the past that HULs (as a repository of memories) encompass have an important role in maintaining
cultural memory and, consequently, psychosocial well-being. In the following sections, we will review
three concepts to help answer the above questions. These are the HUL approach to conservation,
the important role of cultural memory in historic urban landscapes and the crucial role that psychosocial
well-being has in placemaking and the experience of urban places. Towards the end of this review,
we aim to draw the attention of urban planners and researchers to the importance of the intangible
values of place, focusing mainly on cultural memory and its potential contribution to psychosocial
well-being in our urban contexts and quality of life (QOL).

2. The Emerging Historic Urban Landscape Approach

Haggag and Rashed [5] define conservation as “the careful management of a limited resource,
in order to ensure efficiency and continuity of use. The end of World War II ushered in a period of
redevelopment and planned destruction of historic cities on a global scale, which ultimately triggered a
realisation among heritage conservation professionals, city planners and architects that historic urban
fabric was in dire need of protection if traditional cultural identities were to be preserved. The threat
of unsympathetic modernist redevelopment of historic urban areas “signified a destruction and loss
of connection to past and place” [6]. In this setting, heritage conservation can be regarded as the
processes of protecting and maintaining a place so that its cultural significance is retained [7]. Several
governmental and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) were established to promote heritage
conservation, including UNESCO, ICOMOS, ICOM and ICCROM. These bodies aimed to formulate
policies to underpin national and international legislation to safeguard historic cities during a period
of massive economic and social change. In particular, major conservation agencies added to a body of
conservation charters designed to serve as guidelines for conservation practice that had been initiated
in the late 19th century, summarised as follows [8].

• Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) Manifesto 1877: The manifesto called for
the need to restore and value the historical and picturesque features of ancient architecture and
avoid the destruction of building fabric.

• Athens Charter 1931: The first charter systematically laid out a set of scientific principles to inform
the preservation and restoration of historic monuments internationally.

• The Venice Charter 1964: Updated the Athens Charter by extending historic monuments to include
both historic urban and rural fabrics.

• European Charter of the Architectural Heritage 1975: Extended the concept of the Venice charter
to recognise social and economic values.

• Washington Charter 1987: Reinforced the concept of urban and rural environments as historic
monuments and specified that conservation measures should leverage a multidisciplinary
framework and be an integral part of planning at urban and regional levels.

• Burra Charter 1999: Added to guidance on how places of cultural value could be selected for
conservation and formulated best conservation practice.

• The Charter on the Built Vernacular Heritage, ratified by ICOMOS 2000: Guided the conservation
and management of buildings of cultural significance.

Each of these charters attempted to critique and refine the idea of cultural heritage conservation
and chart a way between the development of the built environment and the maintenance of cultural
heritage and the community sense of belonging to a place. The HUL approach draws on these and
others to provide a holistic approach to the fragmentation and decay of historic urban areas. It draws
on several disciplines to formulate an inclusive and holistic model to heritage management and practice
and is designed to be used amid the constantly changing conditions which characterise today’s towns
and cities [9].

In the context of this paper, the conservation of historic sites should be understood not only as just
preserving the forms of historical monuments but also as a vessel in which traditional attitudes and
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values can be kept alive and traditional behaviours can continue to be practised [10]. This concept of
conservation takes tradition to be an active form of authentic cultural heritage, rather than something
passive that belongs in the past [11]. For ICOMOS (2002), cultural heritage is “an expression of the
ways of living developed by a community and passed on from generation to generation, including
customs, practices, places, objects, artistic expression and values” [12], while for Feather [13], it is
“a human creation intended to inform”. The idea of cultural heritage spurred the authors of the 1964
Venice Charter to take conservation beyond mere physical maintenance and apply it to the wider
urban environment. This gave rise to the notion of urban conservation, defined by Orbasli [8,14] as
“all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its cultural significance; it includes maintenance
and may vary according to circumstances, including preservation, restoration, reconstruction and
adaptation, and will commonly be a combination of more than one of these”. Moreover, as researchers
including Haggag and Rashed and Orbasli [5,15] observe, urban conservation also encompasses
cultural heritage issues such as the management of cultural resources, continuity of use of urban
structures, and how efficiently any changes to these are introduced and monitored.

Pendlebury followed by Suttona and Fahim [16,17] researched the conservation of historic areas
in the UK and Cairo, respectively, and mentioned three principal approaches to the practice of urban
conservation. The first of these derives from the SPAB tradition started in 1877, which privileges the
retention of historic fabric above all other considerations and, therefore, advocates that only the most
conservative repairs are carried out. The second is the urban morphological approach, which derives
from the study of how a settlement developed over the course of its history on the basis that its
physical development is a reflection of its social and cultural development and the materialisation of its
“spirit”. The three practices under this approach are restoration, renovation and rehabilitation. Lastly,
the visual management approach privileges urban design, including aesthetics, over the retention or
rehabilitation of historic elements.

Most conservation approaches aim to protect and preserve historic physical urban fabric. However,
finding conservation approaches that aim and manage to protect social structures is more problematic,
despite a widespread acceptance that, as Haggag and Rashed [5] point out, conservation consists
of “the action necessary to preserve anything of acknowledged value”, not just physical objects.
Instead, there has been a tendency among both researchers and practitioners to highlight tangible
values, such as architectural elements, over intangible ones, such as emotional, social, cultural and
psychological connections between humans and the landscapes they inhabit. It is this imbalance which
has encouraged the emergence of the HUL approach since the Vienna Memorandum was published in
2005 (see Figure 1).

UNESCO [18] defines the HUL approach as an attempt to manage changes made to historic urban
fabric in a way that respects the complex relations between the strata of natural, cultural, and tangible
and intangible elements, which together shape a city. Further, the HUL approach is both inspired
by and continues to privilege the traditions practised by local urban communities, drawing on a
bottom-up understanding of ways of life in particular cities and the collective memories and practices
attached to particular places [19]. Di and De [20] enumerate three specific conservation policies within
the HUL approach:

(1) Urban and cultural environments are approached as multilayered living organisms, rather than
mere sites of interest to be conserved.

(2) Using an integrative, multistakeholder approach to the management of change, rather than an
outdated reliance on “mono-disciplinary processes of restoration” and direction by heritage
experts and urban design professionals.

(3) Aiming to enhance value, rather than merely ensure preservation through a joined-up approach,
which encompasses socioeconomic development.
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Figure 1. Diagram showing the sequential historical events for emerging and developing the concept
of the historic urban landscape (HUL) approach. Adapted from [18].

2.1. Historic Urban Landscape, Recent Experiences and Evaluation

The HUL Guidebook emphasises that “successful management of urban heritage in complex
environments demands a robust and continually evolving toolkit” and six crucial steps are listed as
follows [18]:

(1) Full and detailed surveys and maps of the natural, cultural and human resources within a given
environment must be carried out.

(2) All identified stakeholders must participate in identifying the values to be preserved for future
generations and how this is to be done.

(3) The means identified for passing on values must be assessed in terms of vulnerability to climate
change and socioeconomic change.

(4) The assessments of value and vulnerability must be integrated into wider considerations of urban
development at planning, design and implementation stages.

(5) The necessary actions to conserve and develop the identified attributes must be prioritised.
(6) Each identified intervention must be matched with the necessary partnerships and local

management structures to ensure coordination between stakeholders, including between private
and public sectors.

Where the Guidebook is deficient, however, is in offering assessment metrics to evaluate the success
of each stage of the HUL approach, as well as to gauge whether the necessary delicate balance between
development and heritage conservation is achieved [21]. Of the eight case studies cited in the Guidebook
as examples of best practice (Ballarat, Australia; Shanghai and Suzhou, China; Cuenca, Ecuador;
Rawalpindi, Pakistan; Zanzibar, Tanzania; Naples, Italy; Amsterdam, The Netherlands), only Cuenca,
Rawalpindi and Amsterdam devised and experimented with evaluation measures indicating a lack of
consideration for testing quality of life issues in the HUL assessments of these places.

In the HUL-approach project implemented in Cuenca, a participative quality assessment that
focused on the second stage of the six steps outlined above was carried out, namely, the multistakeholder
identification of what constitutes cultural value. In Rawalpindi, a vulnerability assessment was also
carried out. First, residents were interviewed in the community and invited to attend participative
meetings to carry out the same process of identification, after which the socioeconomic vulnerability of
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the identified attributes was assessed with reference to the cultural, commercial, and religious urban
landscape, including the resilience of traditional occupations and the role played by the bazaar in
urban life. In Amsterdam, a more sophisticated evaluation approach was taken: a classification-based
policy analysis instrument was designed to reveal the application of urban policies in relation to HUL
across four dimensions: attributes (what), values (why), actors (who) and process (how), as identified
in workshops attended mainly by heritage and urban government professionals.

There are several flaws in each of these assessment processes, for example, not consulting all
stakeholders at all stages [21] and focusing on the opinions of experts rather than local residents [22].
In all these cases, the impacts of conservation/regeneration plans have not been addressed, such as the
effects of the projects on the well-being, health and quality of life (QOL) of HULs [23]. This indicates
that the consideration of psychosocial well-being is still an outlier in the assessment of HULs; this is a
situation that needs remedy.

2.2. Historic Urban Landscapes and Memory

The Vienna Memorandum, issued by UNESCO in 2005, defines HULs as ensembles “of any group
of buildings, structures and open spaces, in their natural and ecological context” that has “shaped
modern society and has great value for our understanding of how we live today” [11]. In 2011,
UNESCO clarified that any urban area should be understood as the result of strata formed over a
period of time that bring together culture, nature and other attributes. This point was reinforced by
Bandarin [24], who observes that HUL is one of many urban elements that underpin the formation
of national or local identity in their role of repositories of memory and social value, as well as being
generators of income through touristic and other activities. In concordance with the aforementioned
relation between HUL and memory, Tim Inglod [25] introduced the idea of “time and landscape”,
trying to connect the anthropologist view to the archeological view when dealing with landscapes.
He explained that human life is a process that involves the passing of time connected to the forming
of landscapes. While explaining his “time and landscape” vision, Ingold indicated that “landscape is
constituted as an enduring record of—and testimony to—the lives and works of the past generations who have
dwelt within it, and in so doing, have left there something of themselves” and he named this deep viewpoint
of understanding landscape as “dwelling perspective”.

Moreover, the HUL approach does not refer only to a particular group of monuments or streets,
as commonly implied by the label “historic centre”, but encompasses the wider urban hinterland and
setting in topographical, geological, hydrological and geomorphological terms, as well as buildings
of all ages, infrastructural elements such as transport, public spaces and utilities, and ways in which
these are used and understood by inhabitants. Moreover, it “includes social and cultural practices
and values, economic processes and the intangible dimensions of heritage, as related to diversity and
identity” [18].

One of these values is “memory”. When memory is understood as being of social value, the urban
landscape can be perceived as a culturally constructed collection of memories, practices and effects, or,
as Raadik-Cottrell [26] points out, “the medium through which multiple histories are simultaneously
remembered and forgotten”. We become attached to the places in which we live because they elicit
nostalgia in us and trigger our memories [27]. In this sense, the landscape is a rich historical archive [28]:
far from being a mere collection of streets and houses, it is a database in which we store and access
individual, family and community memories [11]. Hence, personal and collective memory cannot be
separated from landscape, and landscape becomes a representation and record of our beliefs, attitudes
and practices.

HUL can thus be understood as a cultural construct, which holds our memories and helps give
meaning to our current lives [28]. Clearly, not all memories are pleasurable: many urban landscapes will
also evoke feelings of pain, loss, conflict, dispossession, and war [28,29]. Sometimes, these landscapes
are referred to as “dissonant/difficult” heritage sites, places that recall the politics of the past in the
present and reveal dark or painful events [30]. Curti [31] argues that these sites are reminders of pain
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and destruction and are, as quoted, “always performed and felt between, in and through bodies and thus
always work through entangled forces of emotion, affect and memory”. It recalls what is known as “collective
trauma”, which refers to a tragedy represented in collective memories [32]. In spite of the fact that
the memory of trauma may cultivate a distressful and fearful post-traumatic viewpoint, it may also
investigate the meaning obtained from the trauma, a meaning that elaborates the traumatised group’s
resilience and their ability to rehabilitate after the tragedy [33]. Communities, rather than individuals,
have felt many such feelings, and thus, community experience can be seen as giving rise to the sense of
place of an individual.

3. Placing Memory and Cultural Memory

Boyer [34] explains that memory refers to the human ability to retain, revive and recall
previously-lived events and, hence, keeps us connected with the past. But is memory, and the
connection with the past which it facilitates, really necessary? For Nora [35], memory means a constant
temporal connection between present and past experiences, whereas history, in contrast, is merely
how we represent the past. Although there has been much debate on this issue, the consensus is
that memory is indeed vital to human well-being as it gives the necessary structure to deal with
instability and change in the present [36]. Otherwise put, without the past, we cannot deal with the
present: we can only understand the objects and structures we experience now by drawing on how we
previously dealt with them [37]. In this way, each individual is guided by their memories, and memory
constantly strengthens temporal and spatial connections [38]. Our recollection of any given occurrence
concerns the environment within which it happened, which gives meaning to our lives and sense and
direction to the temporal and spatial connections we are constantly making [29]. Whether individual
or collective, memory has strong links to present lived experience, differentiating memory and history.
For Boyer, “the activity of recollection must be based on spatial reconstruction” [34]. Collective or
cultural memory occurs when multiple individuals recall and share the memory of a space, event or
experience [29,35].

3.1. Cultural Memory

Cultural memory can be defined as the remembrance of events connected to objects and places
experienced by individuals or groups operating within social frameworks [39]. As collective memory
has been described as a repository of culture, there has been a slippage between the terms “collective
memory” and “cultural memory” [40].

Multiple disciplines have approached the subject of cultural memory, including psychology,
sociology and geography. Far fewer, however, have addressed the interrelation between cultural
memory, use of space and urban heritage. The term “collective memory” (or memoire collectif) was
coined by the French sociologist Maurice Halbwachs in The Social Frameworks of Memory and On
Collective Memory. Halbwachs [41] took collective memory to be distinct from individual memory,
which he characterised as “personal” and “autobiographical”, as opposed to “social” and “historical”.
Moreover, Halbwachs explained that an individual’s “autobiographical memory” brought back
events or feelings experienced by that person, whereas “historical memory” operated more widely,
encompassing contextual information. Cotoi [42] expanded on this distinction by positing that while
cultural memory is both external and personal, collective memory is without connection to a neural
system. Halbwachs points out that an individual will have difficulty describing an event without
simultaneously imagining the location in which it occurred, as “the past is mapped in the minds
according to its most unforgettable places” [27].

Historian Pierre Nora [35] addressed the study of spatial collective memory from the perspective of
geography and the built environment, examining the capacity of certain locations to capture emotions
and incarnate national memories. Nora’s “spatial collective memory” was developed by scholars
who posited the essentially social nature of cultural memory, revealing the crucial role of urban
spaces as both the location of occurrences and the soil in which memories and identities grow [29].
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Cultural memories must necessarily be place-specific; hence, remembering and reconstructing them
relies on a continued connection with the place in which they were first formed [28]. A memory is
“cultural” because it must be institutionalised to exist, and it is a “memory” because it is a function of
socialisation [42], becoming a melding of dynamic histories and collective recollections that occupy a
space somewhere between official versions of history and personal reminiscence [40].

Architectural theorist Aldo Rossi’s concept of “urban memory” was inspired by his readings of
Halbwachs and Nora. This new approach to urban cultural memory sees significant elements in urban
landscapes, such as places of worship, public spaces, monuments and so forth as palimpsests on which
memories have been inscribed [39], which originate from “shared past communications . . . anchored
in the life-worlds of individuals who partake in the communal life” [43]. Urban memory, therefore,
aligns with Hamilton’s [44] definition of cultural memory as a record of “resemblances, similarities
that is kept alive by continuous reworking and transmission”.

The City of Collective Memory [34] reworked Rossi’s urban memory to find a link between cultural
memory and the transformation of urban landscapes. In addition, it finds that traces of earlier
incarnations of urban life can be read in a city’s architecture, which hence becomes a form of collective
memory expressed through sites of public importance as well as the configurations of everyday use [45].
Moreover, she links the development of images of a city to the everyday life experienced within it and
relates how this, as well as economic and political affairs, also has a bearing on cultural memory [46].
Above all, Boyer [34] emphasises that if memory cannot be linked to lived experience, it will fail in
its role of connecting us to our past. Furthermore, and crucially, the difference between history and
memory will be eroded, and the past will become fragmented. Her thinking has been added to by the
work of other writers on cultural memory, such as Isidora’s [47] concept that cultural memory consists
of mnemonics devised by and uniting cultural groups to retain and reinforce their identity over time.

It appears that every society and community has cultural memory and that it works to standardise
and regulate communal life. Different types exist: for example, as Legg [48] observes, nationalist
cultural memory is used to tie a national identity to a geographically-specific place. In all cases, however,
city residents draw on the link between cultural memory, everyday life and urban environment to
understand and retain their own past and strengthen their attachment to specific locations [49].
The more value is ascribed to cultural memory, the greater the attachment to place; hence, place identity
is privileged above other types of identity.

3.2. Place Attachment and Place Identity

Generally, researchers agree on the distinctions between space and place, as well as the definition
of place, as a space with meanings [50–52]. Mihaylov and Perkins [53] define place as having symbolic,
cultural or functional meanings with attributes that “give it a distinct identity in the minds of dwellers;
what belongs here, what fits in the place, what makes it unique”. This view of place is useful as it
establishes place as having functions that link memory, experience, emotion and identity. However,
there is no consensus in the literature as to how bonds between people and place (e.g., attachment,
identity, sense of place, dependence) can be measured. Nonetheless, most scholars agree that achieving
psychological balance and adjustment requires emotional bonds of place to be developed [54] and,
moreover, that such bonds mitigate against the identity crises suffered by people bewildered by
change [55].

“Place attachment” is understood to refer to the connections individuals feel with particular
places [50,56,57] or the degree to which an individual values their bond with a given environment [58,59].
Lewicka saw place attachment as an emotional relationship that could be translated into pride taken
by individuals in where they lived, particularly its appearance [60], while Hidalgo and Hernandez [57]
posit that strong attachments will develop when individuals feel confident in their right to engage in
activities connected with a certain place.

Several scholars have conceptualised place attachment as consisting of three distinct elements,
namely, affective, cognitive and practical [50,61]. The first (affective) is an emotional element, whereas
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the second (cognitive) concerns place-related thought, knowledge and belief. The third (practical)
concerns the behaviours and activities undertaken at a place that contributes to a person’s regard for a
place [61]. Place attachment can also arise from feelings of pleasure related to being in a place and the
sadness felt at departing from it [62]. Hence, people become attached to a place through experiencing
both positive and negative aspects and not merely because it enables some function of communal
life to be satisfactorily carried out [50]. Place attachment is valuable because it keeps alive both the
attraction and meaning of places for their users by ensuring that significant and familiar characteristics
are not destroyed [63].

For Rubinstein and Parmelee [64], place attachment can be broken down into four dimensions.
The first is “knowledge”, by which the authors mean being aware of a place but having no strong
personal feelings or memories attached to it. Thereafter, a “personalized attachment” is a memory of
some personal experience which occurred in a particular place, while “extension” occurs when an
individual is psychologically or emotionally involved with the place in more than one way. Finally,
“embodiment” entails a blurring between the boundaries of self and place, such that an individual’s
idea of him/herself is entirely place-dependent. Under this understanding, attachment to a given place
will grow when users perceive it holds more significance for, and is better known to, them, better meets
their functional requirements and gives them more help in achieving behavioural goals than any other
place [65]. This points to place identity as another important bond between people and places.

Place identity is conceptualised by Proshansky and Jaskiewicz [60,66] as the degree to which
an individual’s self-concept is moulded by a place and its attributes. However, as identity
is comprised of two distinct dimensions—”continuity” (i.e., similarity) and “distinctiveness”
(i.e., uniqueness) [67]—place identity can also be conceptualised as the attribute which underpins
and ensures the uniqueness and continuity of a specific place over a period of time [62]. Anton and
Lawrence [68] suggest that a place that possesses identity is one which evokes in us feelings of
specialness, happiness, being in control, and alignment with our self-conceits.

There is little consensus in the literature about the relationship between place attachment and
place identity. Whereas some scholars see place identity as one of several components which make up
place attachment [69], others regard the two as distinct concepts [67]. The current review takes the
latter view while accepting that the close inter-relations between them are vital parts of the overarching
concept of “sense of place” [70]. The understanding that they are discrete concepts is backed by
Relph’s [52] observation that an individual can feel an attachment to a place for a range of reasons,
whether affective or otherwise, while forming the identity of the place is different as it varies according
to the agreed individual or group image formed for a place.

To understand how place identity is constructed, it is vital to grasp not only the socioenvironmental
values embraced in the respective society but also how its inhabitants relate to their environment.
Grasping this multifaceted relationship between people, place and values enables us to focus as much
on psychosocial and emotional senses of place and belonging as on physical attributes [71].

4. Placing Psychosocial Well-being

Increasing attention has been paid to the concept of well-being in multidisciplinary sciences;
nevertheless, its intangibility renders it hard to pin down and measure in any meaningful way [72].
Various definitions of well-being and possible metrics to assess it have been put forward. Shin and
Johnson’s [73,74] definition of well-being as “a global assessment of a person’s quality of life according to
his (sic) own chosen criteria” informs much of recent literature, but raises an equally important question,
namely, what is QOL? Defined by the World Health Organization (WHO; [75]) as “an individual’s
perception of their position in life in the context of the culture and value systems in which they live
and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards and concerns”, this broad-ranging condition is
also inter-related with many other aspects of a person’s life, such as physical and psychological health,
personal beliefs and goals, social relationships and connections to their environment. One important
aspect of the WHO’s [76] definition is its emphasis on psychosocial well-being, as this emphasises
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how closely psychological experiences (thoughts, emotions, behaviours) are connected with social
ones (relationships, traditions, culture). More recently, the Inter-Agency Network for Education in
Emergencies (INEE) suggested that psychosocial well-being derives from accessing a wide range of the
attributes and circumstances that confer benefit, such as meaningful participation in society, having
happiness and hope, being guided by strong values, as defined within the respective culture, robust
social relations, a feeling of support, the life skills necessary to deal with challenges, fulfillment of
basic needs such as shelter and safety, and access to necessary services. Given this range of needs and
values, psychosocial well-being has been the subject of research across multiple disciplines, including
geography and sociology, of which the most relevant to the current paper is sense of place.

4.1. The Psychosocial Construct of Sense of Place

Conceptualisations of and frameworks for “sense of place” have been proposed by a range of
researchers (e.g., Relph, 1976 [52]; Tuan, 1980 [77]; Steele, 1981 [78]; Eyles, 1985 [79]; Jackson, 1994 [80];
Hay, 1998 [55]). The ancient Romans believed in the genius loci, literally, the spirit that protects a
place. Relph (2008) describes spirit of place as the bundle of “inherent properties that lend identity to
somewhere”, whereas sense of place is “the faculty by which that identity is perceived” [81]. Yi Fu
Tuan (1996) similarly differentiates between the concepts by observing that while places “may be said
to have “spirit” or “personality”, only human beings can have a sense of place” [82].

Understanding a person’s sense of place is one means to approach their emotional well-being and
response to that place. Steel’s (1981) The Sense of Place summarises the relational nature of sense of
place in four points, as explained by Cross [83]. Firstly, an individual and their environment stand
in a transactional relationship with each other. Individuals take from and give to environments,
both actions of which may determine how the environments influence them. Secondly, to have a
sense of place, an individual must have a psychological or interactional perception of it, rather than
simply a physical one. This is because an environment consists not only of physical attributes but also
social ones, which influence how a person experiences it. In other words, to a large extent, places
do not have an objective existence outside our perception of them. That said, the sense of place in
certain environments is so overwhelming and globally recognised that the majority of individuals there
may be influenced in the same way, for example, when visiting the Italian city of Florence or natural
wonders such as Victoria Falls. The last and related point is that patterns of long- and short-term
impact of sense of place can be discerned.

Steel’s development of the concept of sense of place was further elaborated by Hummon [84],
who observed its inevitable duality as it involves “both an interpretive perspective on the environment
and an emotional reaction to the environment”. From Williams and Stewart’s [85] systematic review
of works in several disciplines, addressing sense of place and the resulting definitions, we gain an
understanding of it as an overarching, multidimensional concept that contains five principals for
bonding individuals with places, listed as follows:

• Sense of place presupposes an emotional bond forged over time.
• The emotional weight of the values and meanings inherent in sense of place is only readily

perceptible to place “insiders”.
• Even place insiders may not be conscious of the values they ascribe within sense of place until

such values disappear or come under threat.
• The place values and social interactions are a product of consciousness of place-related cultural,

historical and spatial values.
• The meanings within sense of place are not static but change over time in a process of construction

and reconstruction, in tandem with changes to individual, group and community attitudes
and practices.
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4.2. Sense of Place, Cultural Memory and Psychosocial Well-being

Scholars studying the effects and understanding of sense of place are faced with multiple
space-specific characteristics that hamper generalisability. Datel and Dingemans [86,87] understand
sense of place to be the ensemble of meanings, values and symbols associated by an individual or
community with a particular location. Eyles [88] suggests that the most common senses of place can
be classified as “social”, “apathetic–acquiescent”, “instrumental” and “nostalgic”. In an earlier work,
Eyles [79] posited that a nostalgic sense of place resulted from remembering the emotions that had
been felt in relation to it, and, therefore, those memories are one element of the construct. The relation
between memory and sense of place, and hence with psychosocial well-being, is also suggested by
environmental psychology’s definition of cognition, namely, awareness of consciousness through
memories, feelings, attitudes, preferences, values, behaviours and experiences [89]. For Eisenhauer [90],
sense of place consists principally of the social interactions that occurred there and the memories
associated with it.

Theoretical models for research on sense of place suggest that psychological, social and
environmental aspects of human connection to physical places must all be taken into consideration [91].
From a psychosocial perspective, the wellness, both mental and physical, and range of operations
which individuals can carry out must be assessed with reference to the social collective of which
they are part [92]. Achieving psychosocial benefit through place-making takes individuals beyond
survival to a greater level of well-being as the latter is achieved by satisfying needs related to QOL
and psychological stability [93]. This type of benefit is achievable through the place-based approach,
the focus of which is on the affective sense of place located in feelings, emotions and behaviours,
underpinning the finding that individuals experience place not only physically but also perceptually and
psychologically. Moreover, the latter experiences are more important than physicality in determining
and comprehending attachment to place and the values ascribed to it. Appreciating the weight of
intangibles and emotions in attributing value and sense to place has led to the practice and theory
of “place-based planning”. This type of planning is important because, first, it links a wide range of
human values, uses, experiences and behaviours to specific spatial locations [94], and second, it offers
a democratic means of defining and expressing the value ascribed to places by their users [95]. It rests
on the understanding that “place values” mirror the ways in which people are positively affected by
their environments, given that “to be affected by something is to evaluate that thing” [96] or, in the
words of Berberich [97], that values are “expressed in how bodies turn towards things”.

Taylor [28] proposes three fundamental components of sense of place: observable activities,
observable functions and meanings or symbols. Given that a history of urban existence is largely a
tale of a struggle between incipient anarchy, on the one hand, and the maintenance of the established
order, on the other, local memories, identity and understanding of how the urban environment is
used offer a novel tool of interpretation [98]. Moreover, when personal or place attachments are
disrupted or suspended, the ensuing loss and grief are deeply felt [99]; whereas failure to meet the
needs of survival may result in injury or even death, failure to meet those of well-being may result
in psychosocial distress and related illnesses [93]. Place attachment can, therefore, be conceptualised
as contributing positively to the maintenance of place identity and sense of place and, therefore, as a
means of promoting the affective well-being and need-satisfaction of urban residents, underling its
crucial place in the psychosocial value of place.

5. Conclusions

This article aims at reviewing the literature relevant to how humans connect to historic urban
landscapes and the role and importance of cultural memory in the development of HULs to help
promote psychosocial well-being.

To answer these questions, the article critically reviewed concepts of urban conservation, HUL,
cultural memory, place attachment, place identity, sense of place and psychosocial well-being in order
to identify their nature and uncover their correlations (see Figure 2). The review showed that our past
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is important as it captures the memories that orients us through our present and creates feelings of
certainty and stability within our landscapes. In addition, it showed that there are myriad intangible
values that humans can experience in a specific HUL; one of these values is cultural memory, either
a good or bad one. This memory contributes to the formation of the number of relationships with a
place, such as place attachment and place identity, that leads to a specific emotion toward this HUL.
The relation between cultural memory and HULs and the emotions aroused from place attachment and
place identity contributes to the formation of the phenomena of sense of place, with its psychological
and social constructs, and contribute to psychosocial well-being. Accordingly, the review showed that
a direct relationship between cultural memory and HULs has the capacity to maintain psychosocial
well-being in these landscapes.

Figure 2. Diagram showing the existing relationships between the concepts of HUL, cultural memory
and psychosocial well-being. Source: F.Hussein.

Finally, the paper pointed at less value given to psychosocial well-being by urban planners, despite
it being the emotional and intangible construct of quality of life that affects the human psyche and leads
to behaviour and social attitudes within a place. More value is often afforded to the tangible physical
construct (e.g., good site amenities, lighting, ventilation). Therefore, there is a gap of knowledge in
the body of literature on relations between cultural memory and psychosocial well-being. Hence,
more research is required to deepen our understanding of the contribution of cultural memory in
achieving psychosocial well-being in historic urban landscapes.
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