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Abstract

This study examines how UNESCO’s standardized Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) framework operates
discursively and spatially across European cultural heritage sites.

Critical Heritage Studies has long theorized Authorized Heritage Discourse (AHD) as a homogenizing
institutional force, yet the large-scale spatial organization of this discourse within official heritage texts has
remained underexplored. This study addresses that gap by combining computational text analysis with spatial
statistical methods. The empirical material consists of a corpus of 127 European cultural World Heritage OUV
texts inscribed after 2006, with analysis focused on the Brief Synthesis sections. TF-IDF keyword extraction and
co-occurrence  analysis  identify  four  recurring  discursive  dimensions:  Urban/Architecture,
Landscape/Environment, Social/Religious, and Development/Influence. These dimensions are operationalized as
standardized thematic variables and examined spatially through Global Moran’s I and Local Indicators of Spatial
Association (LISA). The results show that only the Landscape/Environment dimension exhibits statistically
significant spatial autocorrelation (I = —0.107, p = 0.018). The negative Moran’s I value indicates a structure of
local contrast rather than regional clustering. LISA analysis identifies six statistically significant local cases,
dominated by High-Low spatial outliers in which sites characterized by strong landscape-oriented discourse are
embedded within surrounding built-heritage contexts. The remaining three discursive dimensions display no
significant spatial structure, suggesting geographically consistent distributions across Europe. These findings
indicate that discursive differentiation within the OUV corpus is organized primarily along typological rather than
regional lines. Sites designated under UNESCO’s Cultural Landscape category consistently employ landscape-
oriented vocabulary regardless of national location, while built heritage sites maintain similar architectural
discourse across different European regions. The study argues that AHD achieves universality not through
geographically uniform cultural expression, but through a standardized evaluative framework capable of
organizing different heritage types into institutionally recognizable forms of value. The project contributes an
empirically grounded refinement of AHD theory and demonstrates a reproducible methodological framework for
the computational spatial analysis of institutional heritage discourse.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Background

In recent decades, cultural heritage has undergone a significant transformation in
its role and function. Heritage is no longer concerned solely with the preservation
of material remains from the past. It has become increasingly embedded in
contemporary processes such as urban development, tourism economies, and the
construction of collective identities. As a result, heritage operates not only as a
cultural resource, but also as a site where political, economic, and social values are
negotiated.

Within this landscape of global cultural governance, UNESCO occupies a
central institutional position. Established through the 1972 World Heritage
Convention, UNESCO promotes the idea of a shared human patrimony and
maintains the World Heritage List as a global registry of sites deemed to possess
exceptional value. Through this system, diverse local histories are translated into a
standardized framework of evaluation. This process relies on a highly formalized
bureaucratic apparatus, including expert advisory bodies such as ICOMOS and the
procedural rules defined in the Operational Guidelines. At the core of this
framework is the requirement to demonstrate “Outstanding Universal Value”
(OUV), which establishes a common evaluative language for heritage recognition
across different contexts.

The requirement to demonstrate Outstanding Universal Value is fulfilled
through a formally structured document known as the Statement of Outstanding
Universal Value, which each inscribed property is required to provide. The
statement follows a standardized format consisting of a Brief Synthesis, a
justification of the selection criteria, and statements addressing integrity,
authenticity, and protection. Among these sections, the Brief Synthesis is the most
consistently structured across properties, condensing the central argument for a
site’s significance into a concise and comparable form. This consistency makes it
particularly suitable for corpus-scale analysis of institutional heritage discourse,
and it therefore serves as the primary textual focus of this study.

The World Heritage system further classifies properties into cultural, natural,
and mixed categories, with this study focusing specifically on cultural heritage sites.
Within this category, the introduction of the Cultural Landscape classification in
1992 marked an important expansion in UNESCO’s evaluative framework. The
category recognises sites shaped through the interaction between human societies
and the natural environment, introducing a discourse cantered on land use,
environmental setting, and long-term human—environment relations alongside more
established architectural and monumental forms of heritage value. As the analysis



in later chapters demonstrates, this typological distinction becomes significant for
understanding how heritage discourse is structured and differentiated within the
OUV corpus.

As a result, UNESCO does not function merely as a preservation body, but as
a system that produces and standardizes heritage discourse. The nomination process
generates a large corpus of official texts, particularly OUV statements, which define
how heritage value is articulated, justified, and managed at a global scale. These
texts form a key site where abstract ideals of universality are translated into concrete
administrative language.

Critical Heritage Studies (CHS) has widely critiqued this system through the
concept of Authorized Heritage Discourse (AHD), most notably articulated by
Laurajane Smith's Uses of Heritage (2006). AHD is understood as a dominant
framework that privileges expert knowledge, material authenticity, and Western
heritage values, often operating in a top-down manner. While this critique has been
extensively developed through qualitative case studies, less attention has been given
to how this standardized discourse functions across large corpora of institutional
texts.

This leads to a key empirical question: if heritage discourse is highly
standardized at the institutional level, does it produce a spatially uniform pattern in
practice, or does variation emerge when applied across different geographic
contexts? In other words, is AHD consistently reproduced across space, or does it
exhibit structured differences in its expression?

To address this question, this study examines the spatial and discursive patterns
of OUV texts using a combination of computational text analysis and spatial
statistical methods. The empirical analysis is based on a dataset of 127 cultural
World Heritage properties in Europe, covering inscriptions from 2006 to 2026, of
which 125 were retained for spatial analysis after the exclusion of two records
lacking usable coordinates. By transforming textual features into comparable
variables and analysing their spatial distribution, the study investigates whether the
apparent universality of AHD corresponds to uniformity in practice, or whether
variation emerges in systematic ways.

1.2 Aim and questions

This thesis aims to generate knowledge about how the standardized system of
global heritage governance is expressed spatially and discursively in practice, and
to examine whether the universal evaluative standardized OUV framework operates
uniformly across different geographical contexts. Focusing on Europe as the
primary observational frame, the thesis investigates whether the apparent
universality of UNESCO's evaluative framework produces uniform discourse



across geographic space, or whether discursive variation follows systematic
patterns, and if so, what institutional logic underlies those patterns. It further
investigates how these locally grounded characteristics are reflected, mediated, or
rearticulated within the official narrative framework of heritage discourse. In doing
so0, the study aims to advance understanding of how “universal value” is generated
and represented in specific contexts, and how it may vary across space in practice.

To address this question, the study situates itself at the intersection of CHS and
Digital Humanities. By conceptualizing UNESCO heritage documents as a
computable corpus, this approach allows the analysis of institutional discourse at a
larger scale than traditional qualitative studies. In particular, the thesis examines
whether the AHD identified in heritage scholarship exhibits spatial patterns when
applied in practice.

Based on this objective, the study explores the research problem through three
interconnected dimensions: textual, spatial, and interpretive. First, at the textual and
semantic level, the study investigates recurring thematic patterns in the “Brief
Synthesis” sections of European World Heritage OUV texts after 2006. Second, at
the spatial level, the research examines whether these institutional narratives exhibit
non-random geographic clustering across Europe. Third, at the interpretive level,
the study considers how these spatial patterns relate to regional cultural contexts
and what they reveal about the operation of UNESCO’s universal heritage
discourse.

These dimensions are formulated into the following research questions:

1: What discursive dimensions structure the "Brief Synthesis" sections of
European World Heritage OUV texts after 2006, and do these dimensions reflect
the value hierarchies that Authorized Heritage Discourse is theorized to prioritize?

2. Do these narrative themes show non-random spatial clustering across
Europe?

3. How do these spatial patterns relate to regional cultural contexts, and what
do they reveal about the operation of UNESCO’s Authorized Heritage Discourse?

Taken together, the analysis finds that discursive variation in OUV texts is
organized primarily along heritage typological lines rather than regional cultural
boundaries. This suggests that AHD sustains its claim to universality not by
eliminating discursive variation, but by organizing it through standardized heritage
categories. This finding reframes how the relationship between standardization and
difference within authorized heritage discourse can be understood. Several
boundaries define the scope of this study. The analysis is limited to European
cultural properties inscribed after 2006, and its conclusions are not extended to
natural heritage, non-European properties, or earlier inscription periods. The study
analyses the discourse of OUV texts rather than the intrinsic value of the heritage
sites themselves. Its spatial methods establish patterns of association between
discourse and geographic distribution rather than causal mechanisms, and the



institutional account developed in the later chapters is offered as an interpretive
inference grounded in the convergence of textual, spatial, and close-reading
evidence.

1.3 Thesis structure

This thesis is organised into seven chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the research
background, research problem, and overall analytical framework of the study. It
situates UNESCO’s Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) discourse within Critical
Heritage Studies and spatial humanities and outlines the central research questions
concerning the discursive and spatial organisation of institutional heritage
narratives in Europe.

Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature on Authorized Heritage Discourse
(AHD), UNESCO heritage governance, computational discourse analysis, and
spatial humanities methodologies. It establishes the theoretical and methodological
context for examining how institutional heritage discourse can be analysed at
corpus scale through computational and spatial approaches.

Chapter 3 presents the theoretical framework and research design of the study.
It explains how AHD is operationalised as a discursive structure within OUV texts,
defines the thematic variables used throughout the analysis, and outlines the
methodological workflow combining corpus linguistics, spatial statistics, and
interpretive close reading.

Chapter 4 introduces the corpus construction and preprocessing procedures. It
explains the selection of European cultural World Heritage sites inscribed after
2006, the extraction and cleaning of OUV “Brief Synthesis” texts, and the
development of thematic variables through TF-IDF keyword extraction and co-
occurrence analysis.

Chapter 5 presents the main empirical findings of the study. It analyses the
spatial structure of the four discourse dimensions through Global Moran’s I and
Local Indicators of Spatial Association (LISA), identifying significant negative
spatial autocorrelation in the landscape/environment dimension and examining the
local spatial configurations associated with this pattern.

Chapter 6 discusses the broader implications of the empirical results. It
interprets the observed spatial structures in relation to UNESCO’s typological
classification system and the institutional logic of AHD, arguing that discursive
differentiation in the corpus is organised primarily through heritage typology rather
than regional cultural geography. The chapter also reflects on methodological
limitations and implications for future research.

Chapter 7 concludes the thesis by summarising the main findings, theoretical
contributions, and methodological contributions of the study. It reflects on the
implications of the results for Critical Heritage Studies and spatial discourse



analysis and identifies possible directions for future research on institutional
heritage discourse.
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Chapter 2 Previous Research

This chapter provides an overview of the key themes addressed in this study. First,
it introduces the central concepts and situates them within existing scholarship. It
then describes the research design and methods employed. Finally, the chapter
explains how the chapter contributes to the overall structure of the thesis.

2.1 Digital Humanities

Over the past two decades, Digital Humanities has gradually evolved from an early
technical practice cantered on archival digitization and text corpus construction into
an interdisciplinary research paradigm that is reshaping knowledge production in
the humanities. Situated at the intersection of computational technology and
humanistic inquiry, DH encompasses a wide methodological landscape, including
spatial mapping, network analysis, digital archiving, and corpus linguistics. At the
same time, the continuous expansion of digital infrastructures, together with the
development of computational tools such as Natural Language Processing (NLP),
topic modelling, and text mining, has enabled humanities scholars to treat large-
scale textual collections as data objects that can be systematically analysed. This
so-called computational turn has opened new research pathways beyond traditional
reading practices.

2.1.1 From Close Reading to Distant Reading
Within this development, computational text analysis, often conceptualized as
distant reading, occupies a central position. Rather than treating computers merely
as advanced search engines or digital storages, computational text analysis employs
algorithmic processes to transform massive text corpora into computable data
objects. This shift represents not merely a technological upgrade but also an
epistemological turn. It enables researchers to move beyond the traditional practice
of citing individual texts and instead systematically measure semantic structures,
lexical co-occurrence, and broader discursive patterns. By processing hundreds or
even thousands of texts at the same time, computational approaches can identify
potential thematic clusters that would remain invisible to any single reader and map
the spatial or temporal distribution of conceptual emphases across an entire corpus.

In contrast, the traditional humanistic method of close reading has its inherent
structural limitations, which become particularly visible when the research object
expands from individual texts to large institutional corpora. Just as Ted Underwood
argues in Distant Horizons (2019), human readers face a constraint called
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“cognitive aperture” when attempting to understand large-scale cultural patterns.
The number of texts that a scholar can read, remember, and meaningfully interpret
is inevitably limited by individual experience, academic training, and the finite span
of'a human lifetime. Underwood pointed that many of the most important structural
trends in cultural production are “too large to pass through the aperture of a single
reader’s memory” (Underwood, 2019, p. 175). Consequently, when scholars try to
take macro-level conclusions about discursive systems constituted of hundreds or
thousands of texts, close reading alone often cannot provide evidence at a sufficient
scale.

While close reading specializes at revealing the complexity and contextual
meaning of individual works, it is much less suitable to identifying structural
patterns across large textual collections.

This study builds on this shift from close reading to distant reading by adopting
computational text analysis to examine large-scale institutional discourse that
cannot be fully captured through individual textual interpretation.

2.1.2 Distant Reading and Computational Approaches in Digital
Humanities
In response to the issue of scale, Franco Moretti introduced the concept of distant
reading in his seminal publication “Conjectures on World Literature" (Moretti,
2000, p. 57) and discussed it systematically in Graphs, Maps, Trees (2005). Distant
Reading suggested a fundamental adjustment to traditional humanities reading
practices: rather than immersing themselves in the details of individual texts,
scholars deliberately take a step back to observe textual collections at a macro level,
thereby identifying structural patterns and long-term trends that remain invisible at
the level of single works. Moretti referenced the epistemological logic of Fernand
Braudel’s “longue durée” approach to explain this shift: when historical research
focuses on individual events, records often appear accidental and unpredictable; but
when the focus moves to populations and repeated phenomena, fundamental
structural regularities gradually appeared (Moretti, 2005, p4). Within this
framework, “distance” is not a deficit in interpretation but an essential condition for
understanding macro-level cultural structures.

In the development of Digital Humanities, this concept has gradually been
combined with computational methods. Matthew Jockers’ macroanalysis
framework illustrates the systematic application of statistical and computational
tools to thousands of texts. By analysing keywords, phrases, and linguistic patterns
across large-scale digital corpora, researchers can identify cultural trends across
time, regions, and social communities. Importantly, Jockers suggested a hybrid
approach: macroanalysis and close reading are not mutually exclusive but
complementary. Large-scale computational analysis reveals general patterns, while
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close reading provides detailed cultural interpretation of these patterns (Jockers,
2013, pp. 165-p166). This integration of quantitative and qualitative approaches
forms the methodological foundation of the present study. Over the past two
decades, this research pattern has become a central component of Digital
Humanities, although in practice computational text analysis is still primarily
applied to limited types of texts. This study adopts this hybrid approach by
combining large-scale computational analysis with interpretive reading, enabling
both pattern detection and contextual understanding in the analysis of heritage
discourse.

2.1.3 The Research Gap

Although distant reading and computational text analysis are now well
established within the digital humanities, their application has remained
concentrated within a relatively narrow range of materials: literary and cultural
corpora. A large body of work has addressed novels, periodicals, biographical
archives, and news discourse. Franco Moretti's empirical account of the rise of the
European novel over three centuries, and Ted Underwood's analysis in Distant
Horizons of the long-term evolution of literary style and genre in prose fiction
(Underwood, 2019, p. 110), are representative. Institutional discourse, the policy
documents produced by international organisations, whose primary function is not
aesthetic expression but the implementation of governance, the establishment of
norms, and the production of institutional authority, has by comparison attracted far
less attention. Yet, as Moretti's Graphs, Maps, Trees (2005) argues, the repetitive
structures and recurrent discursive patterns embedded in large textual collections
are precisely the clues through which institutional knowledge production can be
read (Moretti, 2005, p. 4).

A small but growing body of research has begun to extend computational
methods to international policy corpora. Smith et al. (2021), for instance, applied
natural language processing and doc2vec document embeddings to 85 United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) progress reports, recovering
structural associations among development goals within policy discourse (Smith et
al., 2021, p. 1) and showing that international institutional texts can not only be
processed computationally but can also be made to reveal latent structural
relationships. This direction nonetheless remains at an early stage, with most studies
focused on the structural relationships among policy issues rather than on the
discourse itself.

Within heritage studies specifically, the computational analysis of institutional
documents is comparatively recent but no longer absent: a focused line of work has
already taken the Statements of Outstanding Universal Value as a computational
object. This research has classified sites by value criteria (Bai et al., 2021a), offered
computational re-interpretations of what OUV statements express (Bai et al.,
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2021b), and mapped public perceptions of heritage values through multimodal
social-media data (Bai et al., 2022). Across these studies, however, OUV texts have
consistently been treated either as objects of classification or as proxies for public
sentiment. The question this study pursues is therefore not whether such texts can
be analysed computationally, but one that this existing work has left open: whether
the OUV discourse itself, examined as an object of spatial statistics, is
geographically uniform, that is, whether the homogeneity attributed to the
Authorized Heritage Discourse in fact holds across a European corpus. It is this gap
that the present study addresses.

2.1.4 Methodological Fit and Research Strategy
As pointed out in the previous section, this study identifies a methodological gap in
the existing literature. In response to this gap, the study proposes that UNESCO
World Heritage assessment documents, particularly the OUV texts, have a strong
theoretical fit with distant reading as a research method. This compatibility can be
understood through the differences between literary texts and institutional
discourse. As Ted Underwood notes, modern literary traditions emphasize
individual experiences and the uniqueness of texts (Underwood, 2019, p. 182-183).
Consequently, literary research has largely relied on close reading to reveal the
complexity of narrative strategies and contextual meanings. Because as Underwood
pointed, literary texts highlight individuality and unique details, applying distant
reading requires converting them into statistical patterns, which may generate a
certain tension between the analytical method and the research objects (Underwood,
2019, p. 183, 185).

In contrast, the production logic of institutional discourse emphasizes
standardization and consistency. According to Laurajane Smith’s theory of the
AHD, international heritage institutions have developed an interconnected system
of institutional texts through a series of charters, conventions, and operational
guidelines (Smith, 2006, p. 94). Within this system, concepts such as “Outstanding
Universal Value,” “integrity,” and ‘“authenticity” are continuously reinforced
through repeated standardized terminology, forming an authoritative consensus
discourse (Grimmer & Stewart, 2013, p. 272). Therefore, the templated and highly
repetitive linguistic characteristics of OUV texts provide a stable basis for
comparative analysis. What appears to be uniform institutional language can still
reveal underlying differences, such as variations in value emphasis across regions
or correlations between different concepts. This study therefore treats OUV texts as
a structured corpus that allows for systematic comparison, using computational
methods to identify patterns that may not be visible through close reading alone.

2.1.5 Methodological Limits and Validation Strategy
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Although computational text analysis can help researchers process large-scale
corpora, there are still contestations among its application in the humanities. Many
scholars have pointed out that automated analysis cannot replace traditional
humanistic interpretation fully and requires a high degree of methodological
attention. For example, Nan Z. Da argues that many distant reading studies are
prone to statistical traps, in which “robust” conclusions often just obvious
commonplaces, while less obvious conclusions frequently fail to hold up
statistically (Da, 2019, pp. 605, 623). This critique reminds researchers not to
mistake mechanical algorithmic artifacts for findings with truly interpretive value.
At the same time, automated text analysis is a simplification of complex language
itself. As Justin Grimmer and Brandon Stewart investigated, “all quantitative
models of language are wrong, but some are useful” (Grimmer and Stewart, 2013,
p. 270). Since no algorithm can perfectly capture the real mechanisms through
which language is produced, researchers must use multiple forms of validation to
evaluate computational results. In response to these methodological concerns, this
study takes a strategy that combines quantitative and qualitative approaches, using
large-scale data analysis while addressing the structural limitations of relying solely
on computational text analysis.

2.2 Authorized Heritage Studies

Over the past two decades, particularly following the publication of Laurajane
Smith’s Uses of Heritage (2006), CHS has undergone a significant epistemological
reorientation. Rather than focusing primarily on technical questions of material
preservation, the field has increasingly examined how heritage is produced,
interpreted, and mobilized as a cultural and political process. Central to this shift is
a rejection of the assumption that heritage possesses intrinsic value, and a
reconceptualization of heritage as something actively constructed in the present. As
Smith argues, heritage is less a material entity than a set of practices through which
societies negotiate identity, authority, and memory (Smith, 2006, p. 44).
Accordingly, scholarly attention has moved from the ontology of objects to the
discursive and social processes through which heritage is defined.

Within this trajectory, Smith’s concept of AHD provides a key analytical
framework for understanding contemporary heritage governance. The AHD refers
to a professionalized system of knowledge that naturalizes assumptions about what
counts as heritage, especially its association with monumentality, material
authenticity, and national or universal significance (Smith, 2006, p. 4). This
discourse privileges expert authority, positioning archaeologists, architects, and
heritage professionals as primary arbiters of value, while often marginalizing local

15



practices, affective attachments, and intangible forms of cultural expression (Smith,
2006, p. 29). In this sense, the AHD does not merely describe heritage; it structures
the institutional conditions under which certain historical narratives are legitimized
and others excluded.

Building on this critique, Rodney Harrison situates heritage within the broader
temporal dynamics of late modernity. Harrison (2013) argues that heritage practices
function as mechanisms for managing accelerating social change and an
overabundance of material traces, positioning heritage as a mode of “future-
making” through which societies negotiate continuity and uncertainty (p. 226).
Bureaucratic tools such as classification, categorization, and listing thus operate not
simply as neutral administrative acts but as technologies for organizing
relationships between past, present, and future. Similarly, Waterton’s (2010)
analysis of heritage policy language demonstrates how apparently technical
terminology can mask exclusionary assumptions, transforming governance into a
process that not only reflects but actively produces social hierarchies.

This critical perspective has increasingly been extended to the global scale,
particularly in analyses of the heritage regime administered by UNESCO. In 4
Future in Ruins, Lynn Meskell (2018) offers an institutional critique of the World
Heritage system, arguing that its operations are shaped as much by geopolitics and
technocratic negotiation as by universalist ideals. Concepts such as “Outstanding
Universal Value”, she suggests, function less as objective standards than as
negotiated instruments within a complex international arena (Meskell, 2018, p. 23).
Through highly standardized nomination dossiers, evaluation reports, and
committee procedures, this globalized AHD becomes embedded in textual and
administrative routines that privilege technical expertise while often flattening local
complexity (Meskell, 2018, p. 62).

Despite these substantial theoretical advances, the empirical foundations of
CHS remain methodologically uneven. Much of the critique of the AHD has relied
on qualitative case studies focused on individual sites, national policy frameworks,
or specific conflicts. Whether in Smith’s community-based ethnographies,
Waterton’s manual discourse analyses of policy texts, or Meskell’s archival and
participant-based research within UNESCO institutions, these approaches provide
detailed insights into localized power dynamics but are limited in their capacity to
evaluate discourse at scale. The cumulative effect is a methodological bottleneck:
while CHS persuasively theorizes the global reach of the AHD, it has lacked tools
capable of systematically assessing whether this authorized discourse manifests as
a homogeneous pattern across large geographic and textual datasets. As a result, the
spatial distribution and structural consistency of the AHD have remained more
often assumed than empirically demonstrated.
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2.3 Spatial humanities and GIS

In recent decades, the humanities have experienced a significant “spatial turn,” as
scholars have increasingly recognized geographical space as a constitutive
dimension in shaping social, cultural, and historical processes (Bodenhamer et al.,
2010, p. vii; Harris et al., 2010, p. 124). This shift has led to growing interest in the
use of Geographic Information Systems as a research tool within the humanities.
At the same time, researchers have increasingly emphasized the concept of “place”,
understanding it not only as a physical location but also as a cultural space that
holds memory, material remains, and historical experience (Bodenhamer et al.,
2010, p. viii). In this context, Spatial Humanities has gradually emerged as an
interdisciplinary field that seeks to generate new knowledge about cultural and
historical space using spatial technologies and methods.

2.3.1 Space as Analytical Dimension
However, the integration of GIS into humanistic research has long been
accompanied by important epistemological tensions. GIS was originally developed
in the natural and environmental sciences and is grounded in a positivist tradition
that emphasizes precise coordinates, geometric representations, such as points,
lines, and polygons, and quantifiable data (Bodenhamer et al., 2010, pp. viii—x)
where space is understood as a measurable, quantifiable, and reproducible entity.
In contrast, research in the humanities often deals with ambiguity, contextual
interpretation, and culturally constructed notions of place, which cannot easily be
reduced to spatial coordinates.

Critical GIS highlights that GIS is shaped by broader epistemological and
representational assumptions, and that mapping practices require sustained
reflection on what is mapped and how it is mapped (Mahmoudi & Shelton, 2022,
pp. 327-328). Zhao (2022, pp. 1577, 1586) develops this line of thinking through
the concept of “Humanistic GIS”, arguing that GIS should be understood in relation
to GIS-mediated human experience and interpreted within an experiential structure
linking users and place. At the same time, the use of GIS should be based on a
reflective approach that clearly recognizes the limits of its representational forms
and technical logic.

2.3.2 From Text to Space
Early practices in spatial humanities were mainly reflected in historical GIS, which
structured data such as population, land use, and administrative boundaries to
reconstruct historical spatial processes (Gregory & Geddes, 2014, p. 17). These
studies demonstrate the potential of spatial methods in humanities research, but they
largely rely on quantified and spatialized data. By contrast, text, as one of the most
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important sources in the humanities, has long remained at the margins of spatial
analysis.

With the development of computational text analysis, scholars have
increasingly explored the “spatialization of texts” to connect textual analysis with
spatial analysis. Murrieta-Flores et al. (2015) point out that this process is often
achieved through geoparsing, which uses Named Entity Recognition (NER) to
extract place names from texts and then links them to coordinates through
gazetteers, enabling the transformation from “text to space” (Murrieta-Flores et al.,
2015, p. 4; Yuan, 2010, p. 115).

Further studies have extended this approach by using methods such as
geographical co-occurrence analysis to identify relationships between textual
themes and spatial distributions. For example, Murrieta-Flores et al. (2015, p. 15-
24) spatialized nineteenth-century disease reports and identified geographic
clustering in public health discourse. In recent years, these methods have gradually
evolved from rule-based and dictionary-based approaches toward more automated
techniques based on deep learning.

For this study, the “text to space” transformation refers to converting semantic
themes and discursive features in texts into analytical variables that can be linked
to the geographic locations of heritage sites. This allows the study to examine
whether institutional discourse itself exhibits regional spatial patterns.

At the same time, this transformation process may introduce potential biases.
The spatialization of texts depends on model performance, the coverage of
gazetteers, and the ways in which researchers process linguistic units. Moreover,
place names and expressions in texts often carry cultural and symbolic meanings
that cannot be fully preserved in spatial encoding. Therefore, text spatialization
should be treated as rather as an analytical transformation shaped by technical
conditions and methodological choices.

2.3.3 Spatial Analysis and Statistical Validation
In spatial humanities research, map visualization has long been the most common
way of representing spatial information. However, maps alone are not sufficient to
support interpretive claims about spatial structure. As Murrieta-Flores et al. (2015)
point out, the point-based maps are intuitive and visually persuasive, but they often
fail to capture the complexity of humanistic phenomena (p. 4/299). At the same
time, random distributions may appear meaningful when visualized, which can lead
to over-interpretation of spatial clustering.

For this reason, spatial research needs to move beyond visualization toward
spatial analysis. Karen Kemp (2010) defines spatial analysis as any form of data
analysis in which the results depend on the locations of the objects being analyzed,
meaning that if locations change, the results will change (Kemp, 2010, p. 31-32).
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This distinction is particularly important for this study: while maps can show how
discursive variables are distributed across space, spatial statistics can further test
whether these patterns are statistically significant.

The theoretical basis for this approach can be traced back to Tobler’s (1970)
First Law of Geography, which states that “everything is related to everything else,
but near things are more related than distant things” (Tobler, 1970, p. 236). Building
on this principle, Anselin’s (1995) Local Indicators of Spatial Association (LISA)
allow researchers to identify local clusters and spatial outliers, making it possible
to assess whether observed patterns go beyond random expectation (Anselin, 1995,
p. 97). In the context of this study, this means examining whether specific
discursive features in OUV texts show significant spatial clustering across Europe.

However, it is important to note that statistical validation does not eliminate
interpretation, nor does it guarantee objectivity. Spatial weights, definitions of
proximity, and model specifications are themselves based on assumptions. The
value of spatial statistics lies not in replacing interpretation, but in providing a more
transparent and testable empirical basis for it (Grimmer & Stewart, 2013, p. 270).

2.3.4 Methodological Positioning: A Hybrid Approach
Based on the discussion above, this study adopts a hybrid approach that combines
computational text analysis, GIS, and spatial statistical methods into a connected
analytical process.

First, computational text analysis is used to identify recurring themes and
discursive features in the OUV corpus, allowing the study to capture the overall
structure of large-scale institutional texts. Second, these textual features are
transformed into variables and linked to the geographic locations of heritage sites.
Spatial statistical methods are then applied to examine whether these patterns show
non-random clustering across space. Finally, the results are interpreted within the
framework of the AHD and in relation to specific historical and regional contexts.

This process allows the study to expand the scale of text analysis, provide
empirical support for spatial patterns, and retain the interpretive depth of humanities
research. Recent discussions on reproducible GIS workflows also suggest that this
kind of workflow, which is, from text analysis to spatial testing and then to
interpretation, can be carried out in a relatively transparent and testable way.

In this study, space is treated as an analytical dimension, GIS as a tool that
needs to be used carefully, and spatial statistics to connect data patterns with
theoretical interpretation. Through this approach, the study examines whether the
“universal” heritage values claimed by UNESCO are in fact expressed through
regional patterns of discourse across Europe.
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Chapter 3 Theoretical Framework

This chapter outlines the theoretical framework of the study, which is constructed
around four interrelated conceptual foundations: Critical Heritage Studies,
Authorized Heritage Discourse, Digital Humanities (distant reading), and Spatial
Humanities. CHS provides the overall theoretical perspective, AHD serves as the
core analytical lens, while Digital Humanities and Spatial Humanities offer the
methodological foundations for analyzing the corpus at both textual and spatial
scales. Together, these components form an integrated framework.

3.1 Introduction: Overview and Theoretical Positioning

In terms of theoretical choices, this study also considers many other approaches.
Foucault’s discourse theory offers valuable insights into the operation of power
within institutional texts; however, its classical application is often better suited to
analysis of specific textual moments and archival contexts, making it less applicable
to large-scale and relatively standardized corpora such as the one examined here.
Critical Discourse Analysis is also relevant for studying institutional language, but
its tools are primarily designed for close reading of linguistic structures and power
relations, which can be difficult to scale up for systematic comparison across
hundreds of texts.

By contrast, AHD is specifically developed to analyze the expression of
institutional values in heritage governance and therefore shows a higher degree of
compatibility with OUV texts. At the same time, Digital Humanities and Spatial
Humanities directly address the methodological needs of this study in terms of scale
and spatial analysis.

The central problem that motivates this study can be summarized as follows:
does the standardized logic of AHD suppress variation in practice, or does it
reorganize difference within a unified framework? If the evaluative language of
heritage governance is highly constraining, OUV expressions across different sites
may converge, resulting in a relatively homogeneous spatial pattern. However, if
local contexts, heritage types, or institutional classification mechanisms continue to
shape discourse within the AHD framework, certain dimensions of heritage
language may still exhibit structured spatial variation, such as overall uniformity,
localized contrast, or regional clustering. These possibilities are examined through
empirical analysis in the following chapters.
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3.2 Critical Heritage Studies

The core perspective of CHS suggests that heritage value should not be understood
simply as an objective quality attached to material remains. Instead, it is shaped
through processes of selection, interpretation, and authorization within specific
historical conditions, institutional contexts, and power relations. Smith (2006)
understood heritage as a form of cultural practice, emphasizing that it emerges
through ongoing negotiation among different actors over what aspects of the past
are considered worth preserving and transmitting. As a result, heritage is considered
selective: certain values and narratives are highlighted and institutionalized, gaining
legitimacy, while others may be marginalized or excluded.

Further, Harrison (2013, p.4; p.7-8) argues that heritage practices provide
different political logics at different scales. At the global level, particularly in the
context of UNESCO, the expression of heritage value turns to rely on stronger
mechanisms of institutionalization and legitimation to be formulated as a universal
standard across cultures and regions. Within this context, the language and value
frameworks used in the World Heritage system take on relatively stable forms of
expression, which also makes them a meaningful object of analysis and provides an
important foundation for the introduction of the AHD framework.

In this study, CHS works as the theoretical foundation, allowing OUV texts to
be understood as products of institutional value making. OUV statements are
produced within specific institutional frameworks and power relations, and they
express heritage value through choices of language, emphasis, and narrative
structure. This study therefore focuses on how heritage value is organized and
communicated in these texts. The next section develops this argument further
through the concept of AHD.

3.3 Authorized Heritage Discourse

Authorized Heritage Discourse, first systematically developed by Smith in Uses of
Heritage (2006), is the core analytical perspective of this study. It describes a
dominant discourse in modern heritage governance, in which the knowledge,
judgments, and value standards of specific professional communities are presented
as universal heritage norms and framed as neutral, objective, and depoliticized
forms of evaluation.

As a result, the values emphasized by AHD are unevenly distributed. Visible
material remains, architectural excellence, aesthetic significance, and expert-
certified forms of value tend to be prioritized, while local community experience,
living practices, and intangible dimensions often receive less attention. In this way,
AHD not only provides a language for evaluating heritage, but also shapes which
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values are more likely to be recognized, legitimized, and institutionalized. The
explanatory power of AHD lies in its institutional reproduction. Heritage
governance is sustained through the interaction of charters, conventions,
operational guidelines, evaluation criteria, and inscription texts. Together, these
form a relatively stable framework through which heritage value is expressed,
assessed, and legitimized. Seen in this light, OUV texts are not passive records of
value but important sites where AHD becomes visible in practice. Terms such as
“Outstanding Universal Value”, “authenticity”, and “integrity” do not merely
describe value; they also help produce it within an institutional framework.

In this thesis, AHD functions both as an analytical lens and to frame an
empirical question. It allows the language of OUV texts, their word choices, themes,
and value hierarchies, to be understood as concrete expressions of institutional
discourse. If the evaluative logic of AHD imposes strong constraints in practice,
discursive expressions across different heritage sites may converge and appear
relatively homogeneous. If, however, variation is reorganized within this
framework, such differences may leave identifiable traces in discursive patterns and
may also be reflected spatially. Accordingly, this study focuses on how AHD
organizes value expression in OUV texts and whether this organization produces
observable spatial patterns. The thematic variables derived from the texts are treated
as operationalized representations of this institutional organization of value.

3.4 Digital Humanities and Distant Reading

This study adopts distant reading as the epistemological approach for working with
the OUV corpus. The basic idea of distant reading is that when a research question
concerns patterns across a large number of texts, the corpus itself becomes the main
object of analysis, and certain patterns can only be identified through comparison
at this scale (Moretti, 2000, p. 57; 2005, pp. 1, 4; Jockers, 2013, pp. 164-165;
Underwood, 2019, pp. 1, 175).

This is particularly relevant for the present study. The number of OUV texts is
relatively large, and their structure and wording are highly standardized. Close
reading tends to highlight the specific features of individual cases but makes it
difficult to systematically identify recurring patterns across texts. Distant reading
allows the corpus to be treated as a whole, making it possible to detect structural
patterns that are less visible at the level of individual texts.

In this study, distant reading has three main implications. First, the unit of
analysis is the corpus rather than any single text. Second, the focus is on patterns
that are comparable across texts instead of isolated cases. Third, computational
analysis is used to identify these patterns, while interpretation still depends on
theoretical frameworks and follow-up close reading. In this sense, distant reading
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functions as a way of identifying patterns, while interpretation is developed in
relation to AHD and specific textual contexts.

3.5 Spatial Humanities and Critical GIS

A central idea in spatial humanities is that spatial relationships are not only the
background of social and cultural processes, but also part of how these processes
take shape. Cultural, historical, and social dynamics are often expressed through
location, proximity, and distribution, which means that spatial patterns themselves
can be treated as meaningful analytical dimensions (Bodenhamer, Corrigan &
Harris, 2010, p. 4).

In this study, this perspective allows the semantic and discursive features
extracted from OUV texts to be treated as spatial attributes of heritage sites. The
aim is to examine whether these features form recognizable patterns across space.
Spatial analysis is therefore used to explore how differences in discourse appear in
spatial relationships, rather than to treat geography as a single determining factor.

At the same time, Critical GIS highlights that spatial analysis is shaped by a
series of analytical choices rather than being a neutral technical process. In this
study, these choices include representing heritage sites as point locations, defining
spatial relationships through specific weighting structures, and limiting the analysis
to Europe. These decisions shape the results and mean that findings should be
understood within a particular analytical framework, rather than as direct
representations of geographical reality.

This reflective approach helps position spatial patterns as analytical findings
that support interpretation, rather than as self-evident facts.

3.6 Integrating the Theoretical Framework

The previous sections introduced the four theoretical components of this study. This
section explains how they are brought together into a structured analytical
framework.

The first level is the epistemological foundation provided by Critical Heritage
Studies. It establishes that OUV texts can be understood as products of institutional
meaning-making, which makes it meaningful to analyze their language, value
structures, and discursive organization.

The second level is the core analytical perspective provided by AHD. From this
perspective, OUV texts are treated as sites where institutional power is expressed
through language. This makes it possible to frame the research problem more
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clearly: how standardized heritage discourse organizes difference in practice, and
whether this process leaves identifiable patterns.

The third level is the methodological foundation, formed by Digital Humanities
and distant reading on the one hand, and Spatial Humanities and Critical GIS on the
other. The former supports the identification of patterns across the corpus, while
the latter provides a way to examine how these patterns are distributed in space and
to reflect on the assumptions behind spatial analysis.

Taken together, these three levels allow study to approach UNESCO’s
institutional discourse as a system that can be analyzed both at the scale of the
corpus and through spatial relationships. Within this framework, the study
examines whether the standardized logic of AHD produces identifiable structures
in the distribution of discourse, and how different empirical patterns can be
interpreted.
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Chapter 4 Research Methodology

4.1 Research Design and methodological approach

The goal of this thesis is to investigate whether the texts of the statements of
Outstanding Universal Value for European cultural World Heritage sites show
structural differences in spatial terms within the UNESCO-governance.
Specifically, this study focuses on two levels: Firstly, whether there are identifiable
discourse structures within the institutional texts, and secondly, whether these
discourse structures display geographically significant distributional patterns.

Therefore, this study employs an approach, combining both text analysis and
geographic statistics. First, the OUV-texts are converted into a computable corpus
through text pre-processing and feature extraction; secondly, major discursive
themes are identified and operationalized based on lexical weights and co-occurring
relationships; finally, these variables are integrated with the geographical
coordinates of heritage sites in order to construct a spatial dataset, allowing for the
investigation of their spatial structure through spatial autocorrelation analysis.

This methodological approach embodies the relationship between the method
of “Distant Reading” in the Digital Humanities and the spatial humanities research:
the former uses algorithms to identify patterns in large texts, while the latter reveals
geographical distribution characteristics through spatial statistics. By transforming
textual discourse into spatial variables, this study creates an analyzable relationship
between institutional narratives and geographical distribution.

The entire analysis process consists of four stages: Data collection and
integration; text pre-processing and corpus construction; theme identification and
variable construction; and spatial statistical analysis and case selection.

4.2 Data Collection and Corpus Construction

The textual data underlying this study is derived from the official OUV texts
published on the website of the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, with a specific
focus on “Brief Synthesis” section. This is the most standardized textual unit within
the OUV documents, concentrating on the institutional expression of heritage value,
and therefore is generally known as the core corpus for studying the structure of
global heritage discourse.

The scope of this study is limited to the European cultural Word Heritage sites,
and the OUV texts published in 2006 and onwards. This temporal boundary was set
for a methodological reason: Only since 2006 have OUV texts tended towards
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standardization in structure and expression, allowing for greater comparability
between different heritage sites and thus facilitating cross-case analysis.

The final corpus underlying this study entails 127 records, each corresponding
to a single heritage site and containing the following information: heritage site name,
country of location, year of inscription, OUV text, and a link to the data source. The
corpus is stored in Excel format and is read and processed using Python.

4.3 Text Pre-processing and Data Cleaning

OUV texts are highly institutionalized and based templates, containing large
numbers of generic expressions (such as “property” and “site’) as well as site-
specific information such as place- or institutional names. These factors might
obscure genuine semantic differences in text analysis. Consequently, this study
designed a two-stage progressive text cleaning process.

4.3.1 Structural noise reduction
The first stage of cleaning targets structural noise within the text and includes the
following specific steps:

First, named entity recognition is done using spaCy to remove place names
(GPE, LOC), personal names (PERSON), organization names (ORG), and terms
referring to ethnic groups and communities (NORP). This aims to prevent site-
specific information from dominating word frequency statistics.

Second, stop words, punctuation marks and numerals are removed, and the text
is converted to lowercase and undergoes lemmatization to minimize the impact of
linguistic variations on the analysis results. Furthermore, this study constructed a
domain-specific stop-word list and removed these terms to prevent historical
descriptive terms (such as “century” or “empire”) from interfering with the
identification of topics.

The results of the first round of cleaning generated the field clean text.

4.3.2 Removal of genre-specific terminology
Building on the first round, genre-specific terms with highly institutionalized
characteristics were further removed from the OUV texts. Although these terms
appear frequently in the texts, they lack the ability to distinguish between different
heritage discourses.

The results of the second round of cleaning generated the field “clean text v2”,
and all subsequent text analysis was based on this corpus.

Through these two rounds of cleaning, this study progressively reduced the
interference of template language and case-specific information on the analysis,
narrowing the corpus’ focus on its semantic structure.
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4.4 Text Feature Extraction and Theme Identification

4.4.1 TF-IDF Feature Extraction

Based on the clean text v2 corpus, this study applies TF-IDF to extract textual
features. The method assigns weights to terms according to their relative
importance within the corpus, allowing for the identification of keywords with high
discriminative power. The maximum number of features is set to 1000, and high-
weight terms are selected based on their average TF-IDF scores. This step aims to
identify underlying semantic structures within a large-scale textual dataset.

4.4.2 Co-occurrence Analysis

Building on the extracted keywords, a co-occurrence analysis is conducted. By
calculating how frequently pairs of words appear within the same text, this step
identifies stable semantic associations between terms. Co-occurrence analysis helps
reveal structural relationships within the corpus and provides a basis for subsequent
theme identification.

4.4.3 Theme Identification
Based on the TF-IDF results, co-occurrence patterns, and the theoretical framework,
four main discursive themes are identified:

Urban / Architecture
Landscape / Environment
Social / Religious
Development / Influence

This thesis adopts a semi-supervised, dictionary-based approach to theme
variable construction, guided by TF-IDF weighting and co-occurrence patterns.
This approach was selected because the small corpus size (127 documents) and the
high standardization of the texts make theoretically guided keyword grouping more
interpretable than fully unsupervised methods, which require sufficient statistical
regularity to produce stable topic structures.

4.4.4 Theme Variable Construction
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Based on the identified themes, a dictionary-based approach is used to encode the
texts. For each theme, the frequency of associated keywords is calculated and then
normalized by the total number of tokens in the text:

. _ Frequency of Theme Keywords
T'heme Variable = Total Number of Tokens

This produces four standardized variables:

urban_architecture norm
landscape environment norm
social_religious_norm
development influence norm

During this process, industrial-related terms are incorporated into the
landscape/environment dimension to better reflect integrated expressions of
human—environment relations.

4.5 Spatial Data Integration and Preparation

The thematic variables are merged with the geographic coordinates of heritage sites
to construct a GeoDataFrame. Spatial data are represented using the WGS84
coordinate system (EPSG:4326).

The final dataset used for spatial analysis consists of 127 heritage sites
originally, 125 sites after the exclusion of two records lacking usable coordinates.

4.6 Spatial Statistical Methods

4.6.1 Spatial Weights Matrix

A K-nearest neighbors (KNN) approach is used to construct the spatial weights
matrix, with k=5. This method ensures a consistent number of neighbors across
uneven spatial distributions. The choice of k=5 represents a balance between overly
localized and overly smoothed spatial structures.

In addition, robustness checks are conducted using k=8 to evaluate the
sensitivity of the results to parameter settings.
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4.6.2 Global Spatial Autocorrelation (Moran’s 1)

Global Moran’s I is used to assess the overall spatial autocorrelation of each
variable. This measure evaluates whether the spatial distribution of values exhibits
a structured pattern. It should be emphasized that spatial structure is not assumed
to take the form of positive clustering. Negative spatial autocorrelation is also
considered analytically meaningful, as it may indicate patterns of local contrast
between neighboring sites.

4.6.3 Local Spatial Autocorrelation (LISA)

Following the global analysis, Local Indicators of Spatial Association (LISA) are
applied to variables that show significant spatial patterns. This method is used to
identify local clusters and spatial outliers, classifying them into High—High, Low—
Low, High—Low, and Low—High types.

4.6.4 Significance Testing

Statistical significance is assessed using permutation tests (999 permutations), with
a threshold of p<0.05. To assess the stability of the results, Moran’s | is recalculated
under different spatial weight configurations (varying k).

4.7 Case Selection for Qualitative Analysis

While the spatial statistical analysis identifies where significant discursive
patterns occur, it does not by itself explain how heritage value is constructed within
the texts that produce those patterns. To address this, the study returns to the OUV
source texts of selected cases for qualitative close reading. This stage serves two
related functions. First, it validates the thematic variables by confirming that high
and low scores correspond to identifiable differences in textual organisation.
Second, it provides the interpretive depth necessary for understanding the
discursive logic underlying the statistical results.

Four representative cases are selected from the statistically significant LISA
results, covering the three spatial relationship types present in the dataset (High—
Low, Low—High, and High—High; no significant Low—Low cases were identified).
Case selection follows a principle of representativeness, prioritising examples that
most clearly display the discursive characteristics associated with each spatial
configuration while also maintaining variation across heritage subtypes, including
built heritage, cultural landscapes, and mixed configurations.

The close reading analysis follows a consistent procedure across all cases. For
each OUV text, the analysis examines: (1) the dominant lexical field and the
thematic vocabulary that is foregrounded or absent; (2) the mode of value
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construction, including whether significance is anchored in discrete material objects
and named architectural achievement, or in relational processes such as land use,
continuity, and long-term human—environment interaction; and (3) the broader
narrative structure through which significance is organised, including what forms
of authority, evidence, and historical framing are mobilised.

Across the selected cases, several recurring discursive patterns were identified.
Guided by the close reading procedure and informed by the AHD framework, these
patterns can be grouped into two principal modes of value construction. The first,
characteristic of built heritage texts, organises value through named authorship,
monumentality, material authenticity, and historical or functional significance,
including defensive, commemorative, or urban roles. The second, characteristic of
cultural landscape texts, organises value through land-use continuity, topographic
and environmental description, and integrated human—environment relations,
where significance is attached to the long-term stability of interactions between
people and territory rather than to discrete monumental objects. A third, composite
mode appears in cases where architectural and environmental descriptions operate
together, with environmental conditions functioning as an integral structural
component of the heritage form rather than as a secondary backdrop.

These recurring discursive codes provide the interpretive vocabulary used in
Chapter 5 to explain how the statistically identified spatial patterns correspond to
systematic differences in the construction of heritage value within the OUV corpus.
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Chapter 5 Results

This chapter presents the empirical findings of the study and provides a preliminary
explanation of the results at each stage. More detailed theoretical discussion is
reserved for Chapter 6. The focus here is to show how different findings relate to
one another within the analytical process.

Following the methodological workflow, the results are presented in four stages.
The first stage reports the results of topic identification, outlining the main
discursive dimensions identified in the OUV corpus. The second stage explains how
these thematic variables are constructed, serving as a bridge between textual
analysis and spatial statistics. The third stage presents the results of global spatial
autocorrelation. The fourth stage focuses on local spatial patterns, including
representative cases, and returns to the original OUV texts to validate and interpret
the statistical findings through close reading.

The aim of this chapter is to make the analytical process visible: starting from
textual features, moving through variable construction into spatial analysis, and
finally linking the results back to specific textual evidence.

5.1 Textual Theme Identification

5.1.1 TF-IDF Keyword Extraction and Two-Stage Cleaning
After completing two rounds of text cleaning, TF-IDF feature extraction was
conducted on the clean text v2 corpus, with the maximum number of features set
to 1000. By calculating the average TF-IDF weight of each term across the corpus,
high-weight keywords were identified to capture the main semantic directions in
the OUV texts.

Based on the distribution of high-weight terms (Table 5-1), four main clusters
of expression can be observed. The first cluster relates to urban and architectural
vocabulary, including city, urban, architecture, design, and town, reflecting a strong
focus on urban form, built environment, and architectural features. The second
cluster concerns landscape and environmental terms such as landscape and water,
pointing to site setting, human - environment relations, and the interaction between
natural and cultural elements. The third cluster includes social and religious terms,
such as social, religious, and community, which refer to social functions, religious
significance, and collective associations of heritage sites. The fourth cluster consists
of development- and influence-related terms, such as development, influence, and
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preserve, capturing narratives of historical change, cultural transmission, and
conservation.

These results suggest that OUV texts are not internally homogeneous. Once
generic and genre-specific language is filtered out, the corpus reveals several
relatively stable and distinguishable discursive dimensions. In addition, the second
round of cleaning, which removes domain-generic vocabulary, allows more
distinctive semantic signals to emerge more clearly, providing a more reliable basis
for subsequent analysis.

Table. 5-1

rank term
1 city
2 landscape
3 architectural
4 urban
5 cultural
6 town
7 architecture
8 design
9 water
10 complex
11 development
12 time
13 social
14 mining
15 reflect
16 work
17 archaeological
18 form
19 settlement
20 industrial
21 outstanding
22 feature
23 exceptional
24 influence
25 art
26 use
27 community
28 culture
29 preserve
30 religious

5.1.2 Co-occurrence Analysis: Semantic Clustering of Terms
Building on the TF-IDF results, a co-occurrence analysis was conducted to examine
whether high-weight terms tend to appear together in consistent patterns. Co-
occurrence helps reveal structural relationships within the corpus by identifying
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which terms frequently appear in the same texts. Table 5 -2 presents the most
frequent term pairs.

The results show a clear pattern of semantic clustering. First, the urban -
architectural dimension displays the strongest internal cohesion. The pair city -
urban has the highest co-occurrence frequency, and combinations such as
architectural - architecture, architecture - design, architecture - urban, and town -
urban also appear frequently. This indicates that urban and architectural
descriptions follow relatively stable patterns of expression, with strong internal
associations among related terms.

Second, although the landscape/environment dimension involves fewer terms,
its internal structure is also clear. The landscape - water forms a core semantic unit,
suggesting that landscape descriptions are often linked to specific natural elements,
spatial settings, or environmental contexts.

At the same time, co-occurrence analysis reveals overlaps across different
dimensions. The frequent pairing of development - landscape suggests that
landscape narratives are often linked to processes of historical development, land
use, or long-term human—environment interaction. Similarly, combinations such as
architecture - landscape, landscape - urban, and architectural - religious indicate
that different discursive themes are not isolated but intersect within the texts.

Overall, two main features can be identified. First, the corpus contains
relatively stable clusters of meaning, with the urban - architectural dimension
showing the strongest internal cohesion. Second, overlaps exist between different
dimensions, particularly between landscape/environment and development or
architectural narratives. These results suggest that thematic categories should be
understood as dominant directions within a broader semantic structure, rather than
as strictly separated groups.

Table.5-2

wordl1 word?2 weight
city urban 29
development landscape 22
city development 21
city landscape 20
architectural architecture 19
architectural city 19
architecture city 19
architecture landscape 19
architecture design 19
architectural urban 17
landscape urban 17
architecture urban 17
town urban 17
architectural religious 17
social urban 17
architecture social 17
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wordl word2 weight
landscape water 16
architecture religious 16
architectural development 16
development urban 16
landscape social 16
city religious 16
architecture development 16
development influence 15
city influence 15
city social 15
architecture influence 15
city design 15
design social 14
landscape settlement 14

5.1.3 Theme Construction and Stability
Combining the TF-IDF results and co-occurrence patterns, four main discursive
themes are identified: Urban / Architecture, Landscape / Environment, Social /
Religious, and Development / Influence. This classification is based on both data-
driven signals and interpretive judgment and is intended to capture relatively stable
semantic directions within the corpus.

The stability of these themes is supported in two ways. First, the key terms
associated with each theme consistently appear with relatively high TF-IDF weights,
indicating that they are not marginal but widely distributed across the corpus.
Second, co-occurrence analysis shows that these terms tend to appear in groups.
The urban - architectural dimension displays the strongest internal clustering, while
the landscape/environment dimension maintains its core structure but also overlaps
with development-related narratives.

This structure suggests that the themes do not form strictly bound categories.
Instead, they function as relatively stable but overlapping dimensions of expression.
In this study, themes are therefore treated as dominant orientations within the
discourse rather than rigid classifications. This approach allows sufficient
differentiation for variable construction, while retaining the complexity of
institutional language.

It should also be noted that theme construction is an intermediate analytical step
and involves a degree of interpretation. Its validity will be assessed in relation to
subsequent variable construction, spatial analysis, and close reading of selected
cases.

5.1.4 Results of Theme Variable Construction

34



Based on the theme identification results above, the four discursive dimensions are
further operationalized into standardized variables for spatial statistical analysis.
The key question in this step is how to translate textual themes into comparable and
measurable numerical indicators.

A dictionary-based approach is used for variable construction. Drawing on the
TF-IDF results and co-occurrence analysis, a set of representative keywords is
defined for each theme. The frequency of these keywords is then counted in each
OUV text. To control differences in text length, the frequencies are normalized by
the total number of tokens in each text. The resulting variables therefore represent
the relative intensity of each theme within a text, rather than absolute word counts.

The four standardized variables are defined as Table 5-3.

Table. 5-3: theme variables

theme variable

urban_architecture norm expressions related to urban form, architectural
features, and the built environment

landscape environment norm expressions related to landscape, natural
environment, human—environment relations, and
spatial settings

social religious norm expressions related to social functions,
religious meaning, community relations, and
cultural practices
development_influence norm expressions related to historical development,
cultural transmission, industrial or developmental
processes, and influence

In addition, an earlier version of the landscape variable (landscape norm) is
retained for internal comparison, but it is not included in the final analytical
framework.

It should be noted that this variable system is the result of a process of
refinement. In earlier stages, landscape and industrial expressions appeared as
adjacent or separate dimensions. In the final construction, greater emphasis is
placed on functional coherence and interpretive consistency, leading to a more
stable four-dimensional structure.

Table 5-4 lists the keyword sets associated with each variable. The construction
of the dictionary follows two main principles. First, keywords should have
relatively high weights in the TF-IDF results, ensuring that they represent major
directions in the corpus. Second, keywords should show clear semantic and co-
occurrence links to a specific discursive dimension. For terms that appear across
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multiple dimensions, each is assigned to a single primary category in the final
dictionary to avoid artificial overlap caused by double counting.

From an analytical perspective, these four variables serve as the link between
textual analysis and spatial analysis. After this transformation, each heritage site is
no longer represented only by a textual description, but also by a set of comparable
indicators of discursive intensity. This makes it possible to examine variation in
institutional discourse within a spatial framework.

Descriptive statistics further show that all variables exhibit variation across
sites, with non-zero standard deviations. This indicates that the identified themes
are not uniformly expressed across all cases but vary in measurable ways. In other
words, the thematic structure identified at the textual level is not simply imposed
by the researcher but reflects observable variation within the corpus. This provides
the basis for examining their spatial distribution in the following analysis.

Finally, it should be emphasized that the transition from textual themes to
dictionary-based variables is not fully automatic. It involves a combination of data-
driven signals and interpretive decisions. For this reason, variable construction is
treated here as a step of operationalization rather than a final definition of discourse.
Its validity will be further assessed through spatial statistical results and close
reading of selected cases.

Table. 5-4 Keyword sets for thematic variables

Theme Keywords
city, urban, architectural,
Urban_Architecture architecture, town, design, building,
form

landscape, water, terrain,
environment, valley, mountain,
river, agriculture, land use, forest,
vineyard, settlement
social, cultural, community,
religious, tradition, practice
development, influence, industrial,
mining, process, transformation, use

Landscape Environment

Social Religious

Development_Influence

5.1.5 Discursive Dimensions and the AHD Value Hierarchy

The four dimensions identified above can now be read against the value
hierarchy that Authorized Heritage Discourse is theorized to impose, which directly
addresses the second part of the first research question. Smith (2006) characterizes
the AHD as a discourse that privileges monumentality, material authenticity, and
expert, particularly architectural and archaeological, authority, while subordinating
intangible, communal, and affective forms of value (Smith, 2006, pp. 4, 29). If the
OUV corpus reproduces this hierarchy, its most central and internally cohesive
vocabulary should be that of built, material heritage, and its more peripheral
vocabulary than of social, communal, and intangible value.
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The textual results broadly correspond to this expectation. The
urban/architectural dimension is the most prominent in the corpus: its core terms
occupy the highest TF-IDF ranks (city, architectural, urban, town, architecture,
design), and it displays by far the strongest internal co-occurrence, with the pair
city—urban recording the highest weight in the entire corpus (Tables 5-1, 5-2). This
dimension corresponds closely to the material and monumental core of the AHD,
and its centrality indicates that the architectural register functions as the dominant
idiom of value within the OUV texts. The development/influence dimension,
organized around development, influence, and preserve, extends this expert-
historical framing through narratives of historical significance, transmission, and
conservation, and is likewise consistent with the AHD's emphasis on professionally
certified historical value. By contrast, the vocabulary most closely associated with
intangible and communal value occupies a markedly more peripheral position:
social (rank 13), community (27), and religious (30) all rank well below the
architectural cluster, and the social/religious dimension shows weaker autonomous
cohesion, with its terms co-occurring largely alongside urban and architectural
vocabulary rather than forming a tight cluster of their own. This relative marginality
is consistent with the AHD's theorized subordination of social, communal, and
intangible dimensions of value. The persistence of evaluative authority terms such
as outstanding (21) and exceptional (23), even after genre-specific cleaning, further
reflects the expert-evaluative voice characteristic of the discourse.

The landscape/environment dimension is the partial exception. Although
landscape ranks second overall, it is not anticipated by the classic formulation of
the AHD, which is centered on built monumentality rather than on land use and
human—environment relations. Its prominence reflects the comparatively recent
incorporation of the Cultural Landscape category into the World Heritage system
rather than the traditional value hierarchy described by Smith. As the spatial
analysis below and the discussion in Chapter 6 argue, this dimension is best
understood not as a contradiction of the AHD but as an institutional expansion of
it. In direct answer to the second part of the first research question, then, the
identified dimensions do broadly reflect the value hierarchy that the AHD is
theorized to prioritise, the material, architectural, and expert-historical registers are
the most central, while social and communal vocabulary remains comparatively
marginal, with the landscape/environment dimension marking the one register that
the classic hierarchy does not predict, and that the remainder of the analysis sets out
to explain.

5.2 Global Spatial Autocorrelation Results

5.2.1 Main Results (K = 5)
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After constructing the thematic variables and preparing the spatial data, global
Moran’s I tests were conducted using a K-nearest neighbors spatial weights matrix
(K =5). The analysis includes four thematic variables and one reference variable,
to assess whether each discursive dimension shows spatial autocorrelation across
Europe. Statistical significance is evaluated using 999 Monte Carlo permutations.
The results are reported in Table. 5-5.

Table. 5-5
variable k  Moran I p_value Z_score significant 0.05
landscape—elxmnmem—no 5 -0.10715489  0.018  -1.953407173 TRUE
urban_architecture norm 5 -0.053645828 0.196 -0.851723439 FALSE
social religious norm 5 0.008277648 0.39 0.312719685 FALSE
development_influence no 5 40853304 0.484  0.001078284 FALSE

rm

The results show that among all variables included in the analysis, only
landscape environment norm reaches statistical significance (p < 0.05). The
remaining variables do not display significant global spatial structure. This suggests
that, at the European scale, the spatial distribution of the urban—architectural,
social-religious, and development—influence dimensions are close to random, while
the landscape—environment dimension exhibits a detectable spatial pattern.

Further examination shows that the Moran’s [ wvalue for
landscape environment norm is negative (I = -0.107), indicating negative spatial
autocorrelation. In practical terms, this means that neighboring sites tend to differ
in their level of landscape/environment expression. High-value locations are more
likely to be surrounded by lower-value neighbors, and low-value locations tend to
be adjacent to higher-value ones.

Taken together, the global results indicate that the landscape/environment
dimension forms a spatial pattern characterized by local contrasts rather than
continuous regional clustering. The observed variation appears more fragmented
and locally differentiated across Europe, rather than forming large, homogeneous
spatial zones.

5.2.2 Interpretation: Negative Spatial Autocorrelation and Selective

Spatial Structure

In the four discourse variables, only landscape environment norm reaches
statistical significance, indicating that the spatial structure of the OUV corpus is
highly selective. In contrast, the non-significant results of urban_architecture norm,
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social religious norm, and development influence norm are analytically
meaningful rather than trivial. They suggest that these dimensions are distributed
close to randomly at the European scale, meaning that spatial proximity does not
lead to greater similarity in these forms of discourse.

This is particularly relevant for urban architecture norm, as urban and
architectural narratives represent one of the most standardized expressions within
AHD. Its spatial non-significance therefore supports the homogenizing tendency
often attributed to AHD, suggesting that this dimension remains relatively
consistent across different regions rather than reflecting geographical variation.

By contrast, the negative Moran’s I value of landscape environment norm
points to a different kind of spatial structure. Instead of forming clusters of similar
values, this dimension appears to be organized through contrast, where sites with
strong landscape/environmental expression tend to be adjacent to sites where such
discourse is weaker. This indicates that variation is structured locally, through
differences between neighboring cases, rather than through broader regional
similarity.

As a result, landscape/environmental discourse does not consolidate into
continuous regional patterns, but appears as relatively isolated nodes across space.
These nodes do not form stable clusters and are not spatially contiguous,
distinguishing them from typical hotspot or cold spot patterns.

From an interpretive perspective, this suggests that the spatial distribution of
landscape/environmental discourse is unlikely to be primarily driven by regional
cultural differences. Instead, it may be linked to UNESCO’s internal classification
and valuation processes, such as the distribution of cultural landscape sites within
the sample. More broadly, this asymmetry indicates that different components of
AHD do not operate uniformly across space, pointing to an internal differentiation
within institutional discourse.

5.3 Local Spatial Autocorrelation (LISA) Results

5.3.1 LISA cluster structure and distribution of significant sites

Building on the results of the global Moran’s I test, this study further conducts
a Local Indicators of Spatial Association (LISA) analysis on
landscape environment norm to identify statistically significant local spatial
structures and their corresponding types.

At the significance level of p < 0.05, a total of six significant sites is identified.
Among them, four are classified as High - Low outliers, one as a Low—High outlier,
and one as a High—High cluster. No Low - Low clusters are observed (Table 5 - 6).
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This distribution indicates that statistically significant locations are predominantly
characterized by spatial outliers, while homogeneous clustering remains limited.

Table 5-6 Distribution of LISA cluster types (p < 0.05, K =15)

cluster label count
High-Low 4
Low-High 1
High-High 1
Low-Low 0

The local pattern is consistent with the negative direction of the global Moran’s
I. At the local level, negative spatial autocorrelation is primarily reflected in High—
Low and Low—High relationships, where high-value sites are adjacent to lower-
value neighbors, and low-value sites are located within higher-value neighborhoods.
In this study, this pattern indicates that the spatial significance of
landscape/environmental discourse is expressed through local contrasts, with
spatial differentiation emerging through neighboring differences.

By comparison, the High - High type appears only once, and its limited
presence exerts a relatively minor influence on the overall spatial structure. This
suggests that, at the local scale, the spatial configuration of
landscape environment norm is characterized by neighboring contrasts and spatial
unevenness.

Overall, the local spatial structure is dominated by adjacent differences, with
statistically significant sites marking locations where discursive variation is most
pronounced. These locations provide the basis for subsequent spatial visualization
and close reading analysis.

5.3.2 LISA cluster map

Figure 5 - 1 presents the LISA cluster map of landscape environment norm.
The map displays only statistically significant sites at the p < 0.05 level, using a
European spatial base map. Different colors represent different local cluster types:
dark blue indicates High—High, brown red indicates High - Low, and cyan indicates
Low - High.

From a spatial perspective, the six significant sites do not form continuous
spatial bands or stable regional structures. Instead, they are dispersed across
different subregions of Europe. Apart from the single High - High cluster, the
remaining significant sites are spatially separated and do not exhibit clear patterns
of homogeneous clustering.
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Further observation shows that this spatial configuration takes the form of a
dispersed point-based pattern. High-value cases do not extend along geographic
proximity, and their spatial influence remains confined to individual locations.
Spatial significance is expressed through local contrasts between neighboring sites.

This spatial pattern is consistent with the negative direction of the global
Moran’s I and provides a concrete spatial representation of it. The significant sites
occupy key positions within the overall distribution, making local differences the
dominant spatial characteristic. These sites also serve as the main entry points for
the subsequent close reading analysis.

Figure 5.1
LISA Cluster Map with European Context
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5.3.3 Six significant sites

Table.5-8 Discourse Intensity and Textual Characteristics of LISA Significant Sites (p <

0.05)
) landscape enviro ) ) ) lisa
Site Country - Latitude | Longitude local I | lisa p - cluster label
nment_norm cluster
Old Town of Corfu | Greece 0.00 39.62 19.93 0.677 0.048 3 Low-High
Stari Grad Plain Croatia 0.50 43.18 16.64 -1.09 0.045 4 High-Low
Bergpark ]
) Germany 0.33 51.31 9.39 -0.50 0.04 4 High-Low
Wilhelmshohe
Wooden Tserkvas of]
the Carpathian ) )
o Poland 0.20 49.53 21.03 0.01 0.02 1 High-High
Region in Poland
and Ukraine
Le Colline del
Prosecco di ]
. Italy 0.86 45.95 12.23 -3.51 0.01 4 High-Low
Conegliano e
Valdobbiadene
Zagori Cultural .
Greece 0.36 39.91 20.82 -0.85 0.01 4 High-Low
Landscape

In Table.5 - 8, a total of six statistically significant sites is identified. These

correspond to four High—Low outliers, one High—High cluster, and one Low—High
outlier. Table 5-8 summarizes the key characteristics of these sites, including site
name, country, cluster type, variable score, landscape discourse density, text length,
and significance level.

The table shows a clear differentiation in both variable scores and discourse
density. Prosecco Hills records the highest value (0.857), with the highest landscape
discourse density (0.072). Zagori and Stari Grad Plain fall within a middle range,
indicating stable but comparatively lower levels of landscape expression. In
contrast, Corfu records a value of 0.000, with a corresponding discourse density of
0, indicating the near absence of landscape/environmental expressions in the text.

This correspondence indicates that the variable scores effectively reflect the
overall distribution of discourse within the texts. Higher values align with narrative
structures centered on landscape and human—environment relations, while lower
values correspond to the marginal presence or absence of this dimension. This
suggests that the constructed variables capture meaningful variation in OUV
discourse.
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At the same time, the differences among the significant sites are expressed as
clear contrasts rather than gradual transitions. The distribution is characterized by
distinctions between high and low values, rather than continuous variation across
space. This pattern aligns with the spatial analysis results and indicates that
discourse variation is concentrated at the level of individual sites rather than
distributed across broader regions.

These six significant sites therefore represent key points of contrast within the
dataset and serve as critical cases for interpreting the spatial structure.

They do not represent the endpoint of the analysis. Following the study’s
“quantitative identification - qualitative close reading” approach, the next step
returns to the OUV texts to examine how these statistical differences are
constructed at the level of narrative. Four representative cases are selected,
corresponding to Low - High, High - Low, and High - High spatial relationships,
and are analyzed through close reading.

5.4 Close Reading of Representative OUV Texts

5.4.1 Selection of Representative Cases

Among the six significant sites identified in the LISA analysis, four
representative cases are selected for close reading: Old Town of Corfu (Low - High),
Le Colline del Prosecco di Conegliano e Valdobbiadene (High - Low), Stari Grad
Plain (High - Low), and the Wooden Tserkvas of the Carpathian Region in Poland
and Ukraine (High - High). The selection is based on two principles. First, it covers
different types of local spatial relationships, ensuring that the analysis reflects the
structural diversity observed in the LISA results. Second, cases with clear and
distinctive discursive features are prioritized, allowing for a more precise
examination of how statistical patterns are expressed at the textual level. The aim
of this section is to return to the original OUV texts and analyses how the
differences identified through spatial statistics are constructed within narrative
structures.

5.4.2 Old Town of Corfu(Greece, Low - High, score = 0.000)

In the OUV text of the Old Town of Corfu (147 words), no terms from the
landscape/environment dictionary are identified. In contrast, architectural and
engineering-related vocabulary dominates, including fortification (3 times), design
(2 times), and building (1 times). The text constructs heritage value through a
narrative centered on defensive engineering and architectural achievement: “Corfu
was a well thought of example of fortification engineering, designed by the architect
Sanmicheli”. The architect is explicitly named, defensive functions are emphasized,
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and the urban form is defined as a unified system combining military and
monumental characteristics.

This mode of representation reflects key features of AHD, in which value is
articulated through identifiable professional achievements, material authenticity,
and historical monumentality. The site is presented as a built entity that can be
evaluated through architectural and engineering expertise. Its Low - High spatial
classification is shaped by its surrounding spatial context. The geographical
neighbors of Corfu include several sites with relatively strong landscape-oriented
discourse, producing a pronounced contrast at the local scale. The spatial outlier
therefore reflects the juxtaposition of different narrative types.

5.4.3 Le Colline del Prosecco di Conegliano ¢ Valdobbiadene(Italy,
High-Low, score = 0.857)

The OUV text of Prosecco Hills (207 words) exhibits the highest level of
landscape/environmental discourse among all cases. The text contains no references
to architects, individual buildings, or engineering achievements. Instead, heritage
value is articulated entirely through terrain and land use, including expressions such
as “hogback morphological system”, “scenic vistas”, ‘“vineyards”, ‘forests,
terrain”, “slopes”, “ciglioni”, and “bellussera”. These elements together form an
integrated cultural landscape shaped by long - term agricultural practices.

Within this narrative, “landscape” is presented as the outcome of sustained
human - environment interaction. The text emphasizes how terrain is adapted, how
agricultural practices structure space, and how ecological and visual elements
combine to produce a coherent whole. The high variable value reflects a systematic
narrative mode centered on landscape and human - environment relations. In this
case, heritage value is grounded in the continuity and overall coherence of land use.

5.4.4 Stari Grad Plain (Croatia, High - Low, score = 0.500)

The OUV text of Stari Grad Plain (123 words) also falls into the High - Low
category, but its construction of landscape discourse differs clearly from that of
Prosecco. The text centers on land organization and agricultural continuity,
including expressions such as “a comprehensive system of land use and
agricultural colonization”, “geometrical parcels with dry stone wall boundaries
(chora)”, and “agricultural activity has been uninterrupted for 24 centuries”.

Within this narrative, landscape is presented as a spatial structure with
historical depth. The text emphasizes land division systems, the continuity of
agricultural practices, and the long-term stability of spatial order. These elements
together form the primary basis for the articulation of heritage value. This case
demonstrates that landscape/environmental discourse can be expressed through
institutionalized and historically structured forms, reflected in a sustained focus on
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spatial organization and temporal continuity. The variable score captures this
narrative logic centered on human - environment relations and long-term practice.

5.4.5 Wooden Tserkvas of the Carpathian Region (Poland/Ukraine,
High - High, score = 0.200)

Wooden Tserkvas represents the only High - High cluster identified in this
study. Its OUV text (208 words) contains both architectural and environmental
narratives. On the one hand, it includes architectural expressions such as “timber-
building tradition”, “architectural forms”, “domes”, “bell towers”, and
“carpentry skills”. On the other hand, it incorporates environmental elements,
including the Carpathian mountain range, mountainous terrain, and local
communities.

Within this narrative, environmental elements provide the conditions through
which architectural forms are understood. The text links building characteristics to
mountainous terrain and indicates that these forms reflect local cultural traditions
shaped within a specific geographical context. This produces a composite structure
in which architecture and environment are articulated together as the basis of
heritage value. At the local scale, this structure generates a relatively stable pattern
of expression, allowing the site to align with neighboring cases in discursive terms
and resulting in the only High - High cluster.

5.4.6 Correspondence between textual differences and spatial
results

The four cases demonstrate that the spatial differences identified through LISA
correspond clearly to differences in textual structure. Corfu represents a built
heritage narrative centered on architecture and engineering. Prosecco and Stari
Grad Plain reflect landscape-oriented narratives grounded in cultural landscape,
human - environment relations, and land use. Wooden Tserkvas presents a
composite structure in which architectural and environmental elements are
combined.

These differences are systematic rather than incidental, and they correspond to
distinct modes of value construction. The contrast between high and low values
observed in the spatial analysis reflects differences.
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5.5 Discursive Patterns Across Representative Cases

Through the close reading of four representative cases, it becomes clear that the
significant points identified by the LISA analysis correspond to several relatively
stable discursive patterns. At the level of narrative structure, clear differences can
be observed in how heritage value is organized across cases.

First, in built heritage cases represented by Corfu, heritage value is structured
around defensive systems, architectural design, engineering achievement, and
historical function. The text emphasizes identifiable material objects, expert-
verifiable technical accomplishments, and commemorative expression, reflecting a
narrative centered on built heritage.

Second, in high-value cases such as Prosecco and Stari Grad Plain, the narrative
is organized around landscape, human - environment relations, and the continuity
of land use. While the two differ in emphasis, Prosecco highlights topographical
structure, visual form, and agricultural practices as an integrated whole, whereas
Stari Grad Plain foregrounds land organization, agricultural continuity, and long-
term spatial order, both construct heritage value through the persistence of human
- environment relations.

Third, Wooden Tserkvas presents a composite structure. The text integrates
architectural and environmental elements within a single narrative framework,
linking mountainous terrain with timber religious architecture and forming an
interconnected mode of expression.

Across these cases, a clear correspondence can be observed between discursive
variation and heritage type. Cases with higher landscape/environmental discourse
intensity are generally associated with cultural landscape categories or nomination
criteria related to human—environment relations, while built heritage-oriented cases
display lower levels of landscape discourse.

At the spatial level, this correspondence appears as a pattern in which high and
low values are juxtaposed in a dispersed manner, consistent with the results of the
spatial analysis presented earlier.

Based on these observations, empirical regularity can be identified: discursive
differences in OUV texts show a relatively stable pattern of differentiation across
cases. This pattern provides a basis for further discussion of the underlying
mechanisms in the following chapter.
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Chapter 6 Discussion

6.1 Typological structuring of AHD

Taken together, the empirical results presented in Chapter 5 indicate that
discursive variation in OUV texts exhibits a structured pattern, yet it does not
manifest as regional spatial clustering. The spatial analysis reveals a clearly
dispersed distribution, while the close reading of representative cases highlights
stable differences in the ways heritage value is narratively organized.

On this basis, a key question can be raised: how should such discursive
variation be understood in the absence of regional spatial structure? To address this
question, this chapter develops the discussion along three lines. First, how should
the structure of discursive differentiation be conceptualized? Second, how can the
spatial characteristics of landscape/environmental discourse be explained? Third,
what do these findings imply for the concept of AHD? The following sections
address these issues in turn, beginning with the structural basis of discursive
differentiation.

6.1.1From geography to typology

This study provides an empirical refinement of the concept of AHD proposed
by Laurajane Smith (2006, p. 11). Existing research typically understands AHD as
a dominant discourse constructed through international charters and institutional
texts, whose authority is reflected in its normative consistency across cultural
contexts (Smith, 2006, p. 94).

The spatial analysis in this study shows that, at the European scale, several core
discursive dimensions do not exhibit significant spatial autocorrelation. This
indicates that adjacent heritage sites are not more like one another than randomly
paired sites in these dimensions, thereby weakening the interpretation of discursive
variation as a reflection of regional cultural distribution. In other words, discursive
structures do not form stable regional patterns in space.

On this basis, a more consistent mode of differentiation can be observed,
different heritage types correspond to relatively stable discursive patterns. The
distinction between built heritage and cultural landscapes, in terms of narrative
organization, recurs across multiple cases and forms a recognizable structure of
expression.

These findings suggest that discursive variation is primarily organized along
typological lines. AHD maintains consistency in its global expression while
producing internal differentiation through classification, resulting in a
hierarchically structured discursive system.
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This provides a refinement of AHD theory: its authority lies not only in cross-
regional consistency, but also in the standardized division of discourse across
heritage types. The absence of spatial clustering reflects a form of institutionalized
discursive organization, in which variation is structured through classification
rather than geographical proximity.

6.1.2 Cultural landscape as institutional expansion

Within this typological structure, the category of “cultural landscape” offers a
key entry point. Since its formal incorporation into the World Heritage system in
1992, this category has often been interpreted as a revision of traditional AHD,
emphasizing human - environment relations, continuity of land use, and non-
material dimensions.

However, the findings of this study show that this discursive dimension exhibits
negative spatial autocorrelation and appears as dispersed local outliers rather than
continuous regional patterns. This suggests that landscape discourse does not form
geographically continuous distributions but instead appears as isolated instances
across different locations.

This spatial pattern indicates that the distribution of landscape discourse is not
driven by the regional extension of local cultural traditions. Rather, it appears as a
mode of expression activated at the level of individual cases, without forming
regionally sustained patterns.

In this sense, the prominence of landscape discourse is more plausibly linked
to institutional deployment. As Rodney Harrison (2013, p. 7-8) argues, UNESCO
operates through a universal evaluative framework that incorporates diverse
cultural practices into a unified system of governance (cf. Harrison, 2013, p. 4). The
category of cultural landscape functions as part of this framework, generating
relatively stable discursive patterns.

From this perspective, cultural landscape does not replace AHD but extends it.
It introduces new modes of value expression while maintaining the core logic of
expert evaluation, standardized language, and the requirement of OUV. The change
lies primarily in the expansion of expressive dimensions rather than a
transformation of underlying power structures.

6.1.3 Typological Diversification of AHD

Taken together, these findings can be understood as a typological expansion
mechanism within AHD. Different categories of heritage correspond to different
discursive patterns, producing surface-level variation while maintaining an
underlying structural consistency.
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The key feature of this mechanism is that discursive variation is contained
within typological boundaries and does not develop into autonomous regional
spatial structures. While different types of heritage exhibit distinct modes of
expression, their values are ultimately integrated into the unified framework of
OUV.

From a methodological perspective, this study provides empirical support for
this mechanism by transforming textual features into spatial variables and analyzing
them through Moran’s I and LISA. The absence of spatial clustering observed in
the analysis reflects a highly institutionalized discursive structure, in which
variation emerges from classification systems rather than spatial proximity.

These findings show that AHD enables diversified expressions across heritage
types while maintaining its core authority structure. This configuration allows AHD
to remain stable as the scope of heritage expands, while continuing to exert
normative influence.

6.2 Institutional Explanation of Negative Spatial
Autocorrelation

The global Moran’s I value for landscape environment norm is negative (I =
—0.107, p = 0.018), indicating that heritage sites with relatively strong
landscape/environment discourse tend to be surrounded by sites with lower scores.
At the European scale, this dimension does not form continuous regional clusters
of high values. Instead, high-scoring sites appear as dispersed cases embedded
within lower-value surroundings, and local contrast becomes the dominant spatial
pattern.

This spatial configuration reflects the combined effect of two institutional
mechanisms. The first mechanism derives from the typological logic embedded
within the UNESCO heritage classification system, where different heritage
categories correspond to different modes of discourse. The second mechanism
derives from the state-based structure of the World Heritage nomination process, in
which heritage sites are spatially distributed according to national nomination
decisions rather than any coordinated regional planning process. Together, these
two mechanisms produce the negative spatial structure captured by Moran’s 1.

The first mechanism operates at the discursive level. As shown in the close
reading analysis in Chapter 5, cultural landscape sites tend to organize heritage
value through references to landscape, terrain, land use, agricultural practice, and
human—environment relationships. Built heritage sites, including historic cities,
monuments, fortifications, and archaeological sites, rely more heavily on
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expressions related to architectural form, monumentality, material authenticity, and
historical function. These typological differences are directly reflected in the
landscape environment norm variable: cultural landscape sites consistently record
higher values, while built heritage sites tend to record lower values. The variable
therefore captures not only lexical variation, but also the way OUV arguments are
institutionally structured according to heritage type.

The second mechanism operates through spatial distribution. World Heritage
nominations are submitted by sovereign states, and nomination priorities are
determined within national heritage policy frameworks. No supranational
mechanism coordinates the geographical distribution of cultural landscape
nominations across Europe. As a result, cultural landscape sites appear in
geographically dispersed locations, including northeastern Italy, the Croatian coast,
mountainous regions of Greece, central Germany, and the Carpathian borderlands.
These sites share similar discursive orientations, yet their physical locations reflect
independent national nomination decisions rather than coherent regional cultural
zones.

Within the K-nearest neighbour spatial weight matrix (K = 5), the neighbours
assigned to cultural landscape sites are typically drawn from the much larger pool
of European built heritage sites. Since European World Heritage listings are
dominated by urban, architectural, and archaeological properties, cultural landscape
sites are frequently surrounded by neighbours with relatively weak
landscape/environment  discourse. These neighbouring sites emphasize
architectural, monumental, or historical values, and therefore tend to record lower
landscape environment norm scores. The resulting local configuration places
high-value sites within lower-value neighbourhoods, producing the negative spatial
autocorrelation observed at the global scale.

The LISA results further support this interpretation. Four of the six statistically
significant local cases are High—Low outliers, each representing a landscape-
oriented heritage site embedded within a lower-value local context. The single
Low-High case, Corfu, shows the reverse configuration: its OUV text contains no
landscape/environment keywords, while neighbouring sites display relatively
stronger landscape discourse. The only High-High case, Wooden Tserkvas,
demonstrates that local similarity can emerge when neighbouring sites share similar
typological characteristics, although this remains relatively uncommon within the
broader spatial pattern.

The negative Moran’s I value therefore does not indicate weak or absent spatial
structure. Instead, it reveals a spatial organization with a clear institutional basis.
Positive Moran’s I values usually suggest that geographical proximity produces
discursive similarity. In this case, however, proximity produces local contrast. This
contrast emerges from the geographical dispersion of cultural landscape sites and
the dominance of built heritage within their surrounding spatial context.
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This finding also carries methodological implications. Spatial patterns within
OUV discourse cannot be directly interpreted as reflections of regional cultural
geography. In this study, the observed structure is produced primarily by the spatial
mixing of different heritage types rather than by the geographical distribution of
cultural traditions themselves. Future spatial analyses of institutional heritage
discourse should therefore distinguish between the effects of heritage type and
geographical location. Without such distinction, typological differentiation may be
misinterpreted as regional cultural differentiation, while the absence of positive
clustering may incorrectly be read as an absence of structure.

6.3 Non-significant Variables and AHD Homogenization

The homogenizing function of AHD is most clearly reflected in the non-
significant spatial results. urban_architecture norm, social religious norm, and
development influence norm all show non-significant global spatial
autocorrelation at the European scale. Their Moran’s I values remain close to zero,
and all associated p-values exceed the 0.05 threshold. This indicates that
neighbouring heritage sites are not more similar to one another than randomly
paired sites within these discursive dimensions. In other words, these variables do
not form stable regional spatial structures.

Among the three variables, urban architecture norm carries the strongest
theoretical significance. Urban and architectural narratives occupy a central
position within the AHD framework described by Smith (2006), particularly
through their association with monumentality, material authenticity, and expert-led
evaluations of built heritage. If regional cultural traditions were the primary force
shaping this dimension, architectural discourse would be expected to display
geographical clustering across Europe. Mediterranean sites, for example, might be
expected to resemble one another more closely than sites in Central or Northern
Europe.

The distribution of urban_architecture norm remains close to random, and
neighbouring sites are no more similar to one another than randomly paired cases.
This suggests that UNESCO’s standardized evaluative framework operates with
considerable consistency across different regional contexts. Expressions related to
architecture, monumentality, and authenticity circulate across Europe as relatively
stable institutional vocabulary.

At the same time, this finding does not imply that all OUV texts are identical.
Descriptive statistics show variation across all four discursive dimensions, and none
of the variables has a zero standard deviation. What the non-significant results
demonstrate is that these differences do not produce stable geographical structure.
Discursive variation exists, but it is not spatially organized along regional lines.
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The results for social_religious norm and development_influence norm point
in a similar direction. As the textual analysis in Chapter 5 demonstrates, social
functions, religious meanings, community relations, and historical development
processes vary across individual heritage sites. Yet these differences likewise fail
to produce significant spatial clustering at the European scale. UNESCO’s
evaluative language concerning social, religious, and developmental values
therefore appears to operate relatively independently of regional cultural context.

Taken together, the significant and non-significant findings help clarify how
AHD operates simultaneously across different dimensions. At the geographical
level, AHD produces substantial homogenization: several core discursive
dimensions display no stable regional spatial structure across Europe. At the
typological level, however, AHD also permits structured differentiation between
heritage categories. The negative spatial autocorrelation observed in the
landscape/environment dimension represents the spatial expression of this
typological differentiation.

The universality of AHD therefore does not depend on eliminating all forms of
difference. Different heritage types continue to mobilize different evaluative
vocabularies, yet these differences remain organized within a shared institutional
framework of authorization and expert assessment. Landscape discourse, urban-
architectural discourse, and social-religious discourse rely on distinct vocabularies
while still operating within the same OUV system. The importance of the non-
significant variables lies precisely in showing that this institutional framework
functions with sufficient consistency to weaken the influence of regional cultural
variation across multiple core dimensions.

6.4 Methodological Reflection and Research Limitations

Several limitations define the scope and interpretive boundaries of this study.
These limitations concern spatial representation, variable construction, sample
scope, and the relationship between spatial patterns and causal explanation.

The first limitation concerns the spatial representation of heritage sites. In order
to apply Moran’s I and LISA, each site in the dataset was represented by a single
coordinate point. This operationalization was necessary for spatial statistical
analysis, yet it inevitably simplified the spatial complexity of many heritage
properties. Some sites cover extensive territorial areas rather than discrete bounded
locations. Cultural landscape sites such as the Prosecco Hills, for example, extend
across large agricultural regions rather than functioning as singular spatial entities.
Other properties consist of multiple geographically dispersed components. The
Wooden Tserkvas property includes sixteen separate churches distributed across
Poland and Ukraine, yet the site entered the analysis as a single point location.
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Because the K-nearest-neighbour matrix constructs neighbourhood relations
through centroid proximity, the resulting spatial relationships do not always fully
correspond to the actual geographic extent of the properties themselves. The spatial
findings should therefore be understood as results produced within a specific
analytical representation of heritage geography rather than as direct descriptions of
physical spatial reality.

The second limitation concerns the construction of thematic variables through
a dictionary-based approach. The keyword sets were developed through a
combination of TF-IDF weighting, co-occurrence analysis, and interpretive
categorization. Although this procedure was grounded in observable textual
patterns, the selection and grouping of keywords still involved researcher
interpretation. The expanded landscape environment norm dictionary, for
instance, incorporated additional terms such as terrain, agricultural, vineyard,
mountain, forest, ecological, and geological based on co-occurrence relationships
identified within the clean_text v2 corpus. Frequency-based keyword counts make
it possible to operationalize broader discourse tendencies across the corpus, yet they
cannot fully capture contextual nuance, narrative function, or semantic variation
between different heritage descriptions. The close reading sections in Chapter Five
support the validity of the variables by demonstrating that high- and low-scoring
cases correspond to recognizable differences in value narration and discourse
organization. Nevertheless, the variables remain approximations of discursive
emphasis rather than complete representations of meaning.

The third limitation concerns the scope of the dataset. The study focuses
exclusively on European cultural World Heritage properties inscribed after 2006.
This temporal and regional focus created a comparatively coherent institutional
context and reduced variation introduced by major changes in OUV formatting
practices before the mid-2000s. At the same time, this scope limits the
generalizability of the findings. The conclusions cannot automatically be extended
to natural heritage, mixed heritage, non-European heritage contexts, or earlier
nomination periods. The institutional dynamics of AHD may operate differently in
regions where the balance between heritage categories differs substantially from
the European case. The typological standardization mechanism identified in this
study therefore remains historically and geographically bounded.

The fourth limitation concerns the relationship between spatial correlation and
causal explanation. Moran’s I and LISA identify spatial structures, but they do not
independently demonstrate causal mechanisms. The interpretation developed in this
chapter, linking heritage typology, state nomination practices, geographic
dispersion, and discursive spatial configuration, should therefore be understood as
an interpretive explanation constructed through the combination of computational
text analysis, spatial statistics, and close reading. The proposed institutional
mechanism is internally consistent with the empirical patterns observed in the data,
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yet a more complete causal account would require direct investigation of the
nomination and evaluation process itself. Future research could therefore examine
nomination dossiers, ICOMOS advisory reports, committee discussions, and
drafting practices in order to trace more directly how specific categories and
evaluative vocabularies become standardized within OUV discourse.

These limitations also point toward several directions for future research.
Comparative analysis beyond Europe could test whether the typological
standardization patterns identified here remain visible in heritage systems with
different institutional and geographic compositions. Longitudinal comparison
before and after the formal introduction of the cultural landscape category in 1992
could further clarify how new heritage categories reshape the discursive structure
of OUV texts over time. More process-oriented research on nomination drafting
and evaluation practices could also provide a clearer understanding of how
institutional actors participate in the production and stabilization of authorized
heritage language.

At the same time, these limitations help clarify the methodological contribution
of the study. This thesis demonstrates a reproducible analytical framework for
examining institutional heritage discourse at corpus scale through the combination
of computational text analysis, spatial autocorrelation analysis, and close reading
validation. The findings show that spatial analysis of institutional texts can reveal
interpretable structural patterns, including dispersed and contrastive formations that
would remain difficult to identify through textual interpretation alone. The negative
spatial autocorrelation identified in this study is particularly significant in this
regard, as it demonstrates that spatial dispersion and local contrast can carry
analytical meaning equal to that of positive clustering. Similar approaches may
therefore be valuable for future research on other forms of institutional or policy-
oriented textual corpora.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion

7.1 Answers to the Research Questions

This thesis examined the discursive structure and spatial distribution of
UNESCO World Heritage OUV texts, with particular attention to how Authorized
Heritage Discourse (AHD) operates within European cultural heritage contexts.
The analysis addressed three research questions concerning semantic structure,
spatial patterning, and institutional logic.

The first research question asked whether stable semantic themes could be
identified in the “Brief Synthesis” sections of European OUV texts inscribed after
2006. The computational analysis identified four relatively stable discursive
dimensions: urban/architectural, landscape/environmental, social/religious, and
development/influence. The urban/architectural dimension showed the strongest
internal cohesion and the highest level of co-occurrence among its core vocabulary.
The landscape/environmental dimension was closely associated with land use,
environmental features, and human—environment relations, and in several cases
overlapped with developmental narratives. These four dimensions should be
understood as dominant orientations repeatedly observable across the corpus rather
than rigid or exhaustive categories capable of capturing the full variation of the
texts.

The second research question examined whether these discursive dimensions
displayed structured spatial distributions across Europe. In the global Moran’s 1
analysis, only landscape environment norm reached statistical significance (I =
—0.107, p = 0.018), and the direction of autocorrelation was negative. The
remaining three variables showed no statistically significant spatial autocorrelation
at the European scale. The spatial structure of landscape/environmental discourse
was characterized by localized contrast: isolated high-value sites embedded within
lower-value surroundings. Urban, social, religious, and development-related
discourse did not exhibit geographically predictable spatial structures.

The third research question explored whether these spatial patterns were related
to regional cultural background. The empirical results revised the original framing
of this question. The spatial structures identified in the data were more convincingly
explained by UNESCO’s heritage classification system than by European cultural
geography. Sites designated as cultural landscapes consistently produced higher
levels of landscape/environmental discourse regardless of national or regional
location, while sites evaluated primarily through built heritage values consistently
produced lower scores in this dimension. The significant spatial differences
observed in the analysis were therefore organized along typological boundaries
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rather than regional or national ones. This constitutes the thesis’s central finding
regarding how institutional classification structures heritage discourse.

7.2 Theoretical Contributions

The findings of this thesis contribute to AHD theory in three interconnected
ways.

First, the study identifies a typological logic of standardization within AHD.
The spatially non-significant distributions of urban/architectural, social/religious,
and development/influence discourse provide empirical evidence that these
dimensions operate with considerable geographic consistency across Europe.
UNESCO’s evaluative framework functions with sufficient regularity to reduce the
influence of regional context within its most institutionally central discursive
dimensions. At the same time, the landscape/environmental dimension
demonstrates that AHD also accommodates structured typological differentiation.
Different heritage categories activate different discursive vocabularies while
remaining embedded within a shared evaluative framework. In this sense, AHD
achieves universality through the organization of difference rather than through the
elimination of difference. Its institutional coherence depends on the ability to
standardize the conditions under which different types of heritage values are
articulated.

Second, the thesis provides an empirical interpretation of the institutional role
of the cultural landscape category within the World Heritage system. Since its
introduction in 1992, cultural landscape heritage has often been interpreted as a
corrective to traditional monument-centered heritage discourse because of its
emphasis on human—environment interaction, land use continuity, and non-
monumental forms of value. The spatial results presented here suggest a different
interpretation. Landscape discourse displayed dispersed and contrastive spatial
configurations rather than regionally continuous clusters, indicating that landscape-
oriented vocabulary operates according to institutional classification logic rather
than regional cultural logic. Cultural landscape heritage therefore functions less as
a break from AHD than as an extension of its classificatory reach. The category
expands the discursive vocabulary available within the World Heritage system
while maintaining the same underlying structures of expert evaluation and OUV
authorization identified by Smith (2006).

Third, this thesis demonstrates that spatial proximity within the UNESCO
World Heritage system cannot be treated as a reliable proxy for discursive
similarity. In most cases, neighboring sites differed rather than converged in their
landscape/environmental discourse orientation. The dominant LISA configuration,
four High—Low spatial outliers, showed that sites with strong landscape discourse
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were typically embedded within built-heritage-dominated surroundings. The
principal organizing axis of heritage discourse was therefore typological rather than
regional. Future spatial analyses of institutional heritage discourse should treat
heritage category and geographic location as analytically distinct variables and
account for typological mixing effects when interpreting spatial patterns.

7.3 Methodological Contributions

This thesis also makes two broader methodological contributions. The first
concerns the applicability of computational text analysis and spatial statistics to
institutional text corpora. OUV texts are highly standardized documents produced
within a shared evaluative framework, and this standardization makes large-scale
comparison analytically meaningful. The analytical workflow developed in this
study, including text preprocessing, TF-IDF analysis, co-occurrence analysis,
dictionary-based variable construction, spatial integration, and Moran’s I analysis
supported by LISA validation, provides a reproducible framework for studying
institutional discourse corpora in which both language and spatial distribution carry
analytical significance. The approach enables the identification of structural
patterns at a scale beyond what close reading alone can capture, while the
integration of close reading ensures that statistical patterns remain grounded in
interpretable textual organization.

The second contribution concerns the interpretation of negative spatial
autocorrelation. Spatial analysis often privileges positive clustering as the primary
meaningful outcome, while non-clustering or negative autocorrelation tends to
receive less analytical attention. This thesis demonstrates that significant negative
Moran’s I values can reveal highly interpretable institutional structures. In this case,
the negative autocorrelation reflected the interaction between typological
classification and geographic dispersion: culturally landscape-oriented sites
appeared as dispersed nodes embedded within built-heritage-dominated
surroundings. This represents a structured spatial pattern rather than an absence of
structure. Researchers applying spatial methods to institutional or policy-related
text corpora should therefore treat negative autocorrelation and localized contrast
as analytically meaningful findings in their own right.

7.4 Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations define the scope of the findings presented in this thesis. The
point-based spatial representation assigned a single centroid coordinate to each
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heritage site, simplifying the spatial complexity of serial and transnational
properties. Cultural landscape sites covering extensive territorial areas and serial
heritage properties composed of geographically dispersed components were
reduced to single points for analytical purposes. The K-nearest-neighbor structure
constructed from centroid proximity may therefore not fully capture the actual
spatial relationships between heritage properties.

The construction of dictionary-based variables also involved interpretive
decisions at the stages of keyword selection and thematic categorization. Word-
frequency counts capture relative lexical emphasis but cannot fully represent the
complete narrative function of terms within individual OUV texts. Although close
reading supported the interpretability of the variables, the dictionary approach
should still be understood as an operational approximation of discursive emphasis
rather than an exhaustive reconstruction of meaning.

The dataset itself was limited to European cultural World Heritage sites
inscribed after 2006. The findings therefore cannot be directly generalized to
natural heritage, non-European sites, or earlier inscription periods. The typological
standardization mechanisms identified in this thesis may operate differently in
regions with substantially different heritage compositions and nomination
practices.

Finally, the spatial analyses identify correlation structures rather than causal
mechanisms. The institutional explanations developed in this thesis — linking
heritage, remain interpretive in nature. A more direct account of causality would
require analysis of nomination files, ICOMOS evaluations, committee discussions,
and the drafting processes through which OUV language is negotiated and
standardized.

These limitations also indicate several directions for future research.
Comparative analysis beyond Europe would help determine whether the
typological standardization mechanisms identified here operate globally or reflect
characteristics specific to the European heritage landscape. Longitudinal
comparison of OUV texts before and after the 1992 introduction of the cultural
landscape category could clarify how the inclusion of new heritage categories
reshaped the discursive structure of the World Heritage corpus. Research focusing
directly on nomination documents, evaluation reports, and institutional drafting
practices would also make it possible to examine how heritage discourse is
produced, negotiated, and standardized within UNESCO’s evaluative system.

Ultimately, this thesis argues that UNESCO’s universality does not depend on
the elimination of discursive difference. Different heritage categories continue to
articulate value through distinct vocabularies within a shared institutional
framework, and the spatial distribution of these vocabularies is shaped more
strongly by institutional classification than by regional cultural geography. AHD
operates as a standardized system capable of accommodating typological diversity
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while maintaining consistent structures of expert evaluation and value
authorization. As the World Heritage system continues to expand toward
increasingly diverse forms of heritage, including Indigenous cultural practices,
intangible heritage, and non-Western heritage traditions, the extent to which this
classificatory logic can continue to maintain institutional coherence remains an
open empirical question for future research.
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