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CHAPTER SEVEN  

Locals, Incomers, Tourists and Gold Diggers Space, Politics and the ‘Dark Heritage’ Legacy of the Second 

World War in Finnish Lapland 

Suzie Thomas 

in Lähdesmäki, Tuuli, Suzie Thomas, and Yujie Zhu, eds. Politics of Scale: New Directions in Critical Heritage 

Studies. Berghahn Books, 2019, pp. 113-125 

 

In this chapter I draw on the multidisciplinary research project ‘Lapland’s Dark Heritage’, which explores the 

ways in which people engage with and understand the material legacy of the German presence in Finnish 

Lapland from the time of the Second World War (WWII). I attempt to conceptualize the notion of politics of 

scale through the ways in which it relates to this so-called ‘dark’ heritage, at local, regional, national and 

international scales, with the scale itself approached in varying ways. The research starting point has been 

the history of Lapland in WWII, including the so-called ‘Lapland War’ (1944–45), framed as a contested (and 

dark) heritage of sorts, with tensions appearing between the public and private spheres, and differently 

scaled notions of heritage meaning making. Here, one can find ‘silenced’ and ‘forgotten’ stories (e.g. 

Thomas and Koskinen-Koivisto 2016 for discussion of the Lapland War’s coverage in Finnish museums), as 

well as subaltern, alternative approaches to material heritage (e.g. Herva et al. 2016). These varying 

perspectives have influenced approaches to the research, and in turn the project itself has influenced 

heritage practices and debates both locally and nationally, in addition to international impacts through 

academic discourse, and even social media. 

According to Jürgen Habermas’ 1964 encyclopaedia piece (in Habermas, Lennox and Lennox 1974), the 

public sphere is ‘a realm of our social life in which something approaching public opinion can be formed’. 

This is different to the private sphere, which is not accessible to all citizens but instead remains exclusively 

available only to some. The boundaries between private and public spheres within constructions of 

‘heritage’ as a notion and a concern are not always simple to define and delineate. This is true also in the 

context of scale – with different scalar levels interacting with the private and public in different ways. 

Heritage professionals’ work – museum curators, archaeologists, conservators and others – is often funded 

through the public purse and espouses to create and share knowledge and resources for ‘the public good’. 

It is a well-trodden path only briefly revisited here, to remind however of the exclusivity of these fields 

regarding where the power sits, which heritages are valued and told and how access to both knowledge 

and material culture can be strictly controlled. Similarly, the private and personal perspectives that have 

been encountered in Lapland are in one sense exclusive (situated within very individual interpretations and 

perspectives, or in some cases finding synergies within closed special interest groups, for example history 

hobbyists – see Koskinen-Koivisto and Thomas 2017 for some suggested typologies). Simultaneously, 

however, they are also based upon public, unrestricted access to places within the cultural and historic 

environment (although in some cases special knowledge may be needed in order to know how to find these 

places).  

Within the many disciplinary fields clustering around cultural heritage studies, researchers recognize the 

fluidity of cultural heritage, falling within both private and public spheres. In folklore studies, for example, 

scholars have acknowledged the role of academic folklorists in transforming what might have once been 

‘private sphere’ practices into discourses in the public sphere (e.g. Bendix and Hasan-Rokem 2012). In 

archaeology we also see the gaze of ‘the academy’ falling perhaps belatedly upon topics and periods that 

long before were already attracting private sphere, non-professional and ‘alternative’ interest. Concepts 

such as Smith’s ‘Authorized Heritage Discourse’ (e.g. Smith 2006) and its parallels with discussions of 



‘officially sanctioned memory’ (e.g. Moshenska 2006: 58) remind us that the professional-sanctioned (and 

sometimes state-influenced, according to Marston 2004 and others) versions of the past and of cultural 

identity may not necessarily reflect – or even intersect with – the experiences of individuals and groups 

that encounter that cultural heritage on a localized, daily basis. This has an impact therefore also at the 

scalar level, with local, regional, national and global understandings of heritage more or less likely in 

different cases to relate to public or private sphere realms of knowledge and familiarity. 

The Notion of ‘Dark’ Heritage 

Terms closely connected to ‘dark heritage’ include ‘difficult heritage’, ‘contested heritage’ and ‘dark 

tourism’. ‘Difficult heritage’ can relate to aspects of the past that may be difficult or painful to reconcile. It 

may be characterized as ‘concerned with histories and pasts that do not easily fit with self-identities of the 

groups of whose pasts or histories they are part’ (MacDonald 2008: 9). Thus, it can open up challenges to 

self-image or even social conflicts and controversies. Researchers have also used the idea of ‘contested 

heritage’ to acknowledge the differing perspectives that can affect different understandings or 

interpretations of the same phenomenon. Some events may even be contested to the extent that some 

deny that they ever happened. Pam Smith (2007) discussed this in relation to the contested heritage of the 

massacre of Aboriginal people at Mistake Creek in Australia.  

While the event is commemorated by memorial plaques and remembered with great sadness by the local 

Aboriginal community, there have been suggestions by some (predominantly white) historians that the 

atrocity never took place (Smith 2007). This case of course also relates to power and the privileging of some 

forms of ‘evidence’ over others for interpretation of the past. The idea of ‘dark tourism’ appears to have 

originated as a means of recognizing the process of touristically visiting heritage sites connected with 

atrocity ‘for remembrance, education or entertainment’ (Foley and Lennon 1996: 195). There are clearly 

overlaps between difficult, contested and dark heritage. Dark heritage must arguably have an element of 

physical conflict, destruction, forced internment or other kind of atrocity, which may include but also go 

beyond other, less physically violent or event-related controversies.  

Therefore, ‘dark’ heritage is always ‘contested’ and ‘difficult’; but ‘difficult’ and ‘contested’ heritage is not 

always necessarily ‘dark’, as such types of heritage may relate to controversies or disagreements that are 

not necessarily connected to violence or violation of some kind. ‘Dark heritage’ terminologically goes 

further than ‘dark tourism’ to recognize that ‘dark’ heritage has more than just touristic aspects. It can even 

present problems for public sphere, official heritage interpretations if it has the potential to suggest or 

support alternative stances to the state-sanctioned version. As Laura McAtackney noted in her study of 

Long Kesh (also known as the Maze) prison in Northern Ireland: ‘The knowledge that dark heritage sites can 

have a variety of meanings for the various publics that wish to consume them can result in contested and 

politically loaded sites being overly controlled and interpreted through state interventions’ (McAtackney 

2014: 229). The ‘darkness’ of the heritage also depends on the perspective of the viewer, with some finding 

particular events and periods more traumatic than others, depending on their own perspectives and 

experiences, including possibly family or other personal associations, and the individual’s temporal and 

geographical proximity to the historical period and location with which the dark heritage is primarily 

connected.  

Brief Historical Context: Finland and Lapland in WWII 

Providing a brief historical overview gives context and also helps to illustrate why there is such an 

abundance of WWII German military material culture in Finnish Lapland. After the 1939–40 three-month 

‘Winter War’ against the Soviet Union, Finland came to cooperate as a ‘co-belligerent’ with Germany. 

Between 1941 and 1945, 200,000 or more German troops were stationed in Finland, mostly in the northern 

regions. Although part of Hitler’s Operation Barbarossa against the Soviet Union, the northern front was 



soon stationary, and German troops based in Finnish Lapland were involved in other activities, developing 

many different military sites across the region, from Prisoner-of-War camps of different sizes through to 

garrisons and supply depots (Thomas, Seitsonen and Herva 2016).   

From 1941–1944 relationships between the Germans and the local population – Finns and the indigenous 

Sámi – appear to have been relatively harmonious (Seitsonen and Koskinen-Koivisto 2018). Things, 

however, began to change in the summer of 1944 when the Soviet Union forced Finland into a ceasefire 

treaty. As well as losing physical territory – notably from the north, parts of Salla and the area around 

Petsamo, now known as Pechenga and part of the Russian Federation (Figure 7.1) – the treaty stipulated 

that the Germans should leave Finland within two weeks. This unrealistic schedule meant that the time it 

took for Germans to evacuate from Finland into occupied Norway led to increased Soviet pressure on 

Finland. The Finns therefore turned against their former Waffenbrüder (brothers in arms), with the 

Germans in turn resorting to ‘scorched earth’ tactics in what became known as the Lapland War 

(September 1944–April 1945). The enormous scale of destruction included in its wake the German military 

sites and infrastructures that had been established as well as those settlements that were easy to access 

from roads (the most remote settlements were spared somewhat). 

As Veli-Pekka Lehtola noted, ‘many Sámi people in northern Finland had to leave straight from the peatland 

on an evacuation journey’ (Lehtola 2015: 126). The speed at which the evacuation of the whole region 

started and the ‘rupture’ (ibid.), particularly in traditional Sámi ways of life, triggered by both the Lapland 

War and subsequent reconstruction of the dilapidated province into the 1950s, have had profound effects 

on the way in which notions of place and particularly built heritage have been understood.  

The Lapland wilderness also has thousands of former German military sites that are now ruins or, as is 

often the case, ‘scars’ on the forest floor with little left standing above ground. Due to the volume of 

seeded landmines as the Germans retreated and despite de-mining efforts shortly after WWII, unexploded 

ordnance can still also sometimes be found, making the landscape at times a dangerous place.  

Scaling the Dark Heritage 

The presence of military material culture in the wilderness has always been well known within Finnish 

Lapland. Local people have interacted with the materiel in different ways for many years – ranging from 

forming the setting for children’s playtime adventures through to hobbyist historical research and artefact 

collection. At the same time, this materiel attracted little broader interest and gained virtually no ‘official’ 

(public sphere) attention until relatively recently. It is possible to consider the material culture left by WWII 

in the context of the different ways of considering ‘scale’, as outlined in the Introduction to this volume. 

Figure 7.1 Map of Finland and surrounding area showing: 1. Inari; 2. Rovaniemi; 3. Oulu. Areas of Finland 

ceded to the Soviet Union: a. Petsamo; b. Salla-Kuusamo; c. Karelia. © Oula Seitsonen 2017. Published with 

permission. 

Within the first definition, of ‘scale as a hierarchy’, it is possible to apply the ‘nesting doll’ concept of scale 

and heritage to the German materiel present in Finnish Lapland by appraising it from local, regional, 

national, continental and global perspectives. The Lapland’s Dark Heritage research has shown that the 

WWII material culture in Lapland itself has a significant meaning as ‘local’, perhaps private sphere 

(personal) history for many informants (e.g. Koskinen-Koivisto and Thomas 2017: 126). A crowdsourcing 

venture in 2014 by Finland’s national broadcasting company Yleisradio demonstrated the nationwide 

interest in and appetite for history and heritage connected to WWII and other twentieth-century periods of 

conflict (Seitsonen 2017). Yet in terms of Lapland’s WWII material heritage’s regional and national 

significance, its status arguably diminishes as the scale expands outwards, as compared to other ‘conflict 

history’ of the same era.  



Löfström (2011) has also noted that Finnish national identity has been strongly attached to history and 

particularly conflict history. On a national scale, this history is expressed, recalled and understood on 

different levels from the personal, private and familiar through to public sphere popular culture. He 

explains how for Finnish understanding of a national historical narrative: 

Particularly, the years 1939–1944, with two successive wars against the Soviet Union and 

one against Nazi-Germany, were a formative collective experience that would be summoned 

up and recalled in numerous films and novels and, to some extent, in family tradition also 

decades afterwards. Still at the turn of the Millennium, the story about the ‘battle of national 

survival’ was the key narrative of Finnish history among the adolescents and an important 

element of their historical identity. (Löfström 2011: 98) 

Despite its position as one of three wars that form Finland’s WWII experience, scholars have noted that 

within this national, arguably state-sanctioned and public sphere imagery, Lapland’s wartime experience is 

often marginalized, compared to the experiences of the Winter and so-called Continuation Wars (e.g. Herva 

2014; Kivimäki 2012; Lehtola 2015). These two ‘heroic’ wars were against the Soviet Union rather than Nazi 

Germany, itself an awkward issue: ‘there is the embarrassment that Finns sided with Nazis who also ended 

up, as it is remembered in Finland, “burning down Lapland”’ (Herva 2014: 300). Furthermore, there is also 

the feeling, at least among some of the Lapland residents, that their wartime experiences are still neglected 

as less significant politically than the more southern regions: ‘the marginalization of Lapland in the war 

narratives resonates with a much longer and broader tendency in Finland to regard the north of the 

country as remote, peripheral and generally less important than the southern “heartlands”’ (Herva et al. 

2016: 276).  

The image of ‘evacuee’ in Finland is also connected strongly with the Karelians, who had to migrate from 

the ceded territories in the south (Figure 7.1), and ‘Karelianism’ itself has been central to Finnish national 

identity since the early nineteenth century (Mikula 2015: 759). Much less often considered are the people 

of Lapland, who lost their homes (although see Paksuniemi, Turunen and Keskitalo 2015 for a recent study 

of Lapland’s child evacuees). In terms of continental and global scales of heritage, Lapland shares a 

commonality with the numerous forms of cultural heritage – from family histories through to places 

exhibiting evidence of former conflict and to sites of official memorialization – in its connection to the 

global phenomenon of WWII. However, this common connection does not make for material heritage of 

WWII becoming global heritage in its own right, and there are tensions – discussed elsewhere (e.g. Hazen 

2008) – between the global and the local significance of heritage, which to date have had little impact on 

the still largely unmanaged conflict heritage of Finnish Lapland. Moshenska’s identification of different 

‘scales’ of memory – individual memory, group narratives and social memorialization (Moshenska 2006: 58) 

– is also relevant in this context. 

It is possible to apply the notion of ‘scale as an instrument of power’ to the WWII material heritage in 

Finnish Lapland by scrutinizing the ways in which it is prioritized (or not) in relation to other types of 

heritage and also by appraising its treatment by different social actors, authorized and otherwise. This 

particular history is potentially downplayed and thus downscaled by public sphere institutions such as 

museums (Thomas and Koskinen-Koivisto 2016) while at the same time until recently only enjoying 

legislative protection primarily through its military status (coming under the ownership of the Finnish 

Defence Forces) rather than for any heritage considerations. In practice, however, this status is also 

downplayed, and sites have been vulnerable to looting and other losses of material (Herva et al. 2016: 271; 

Seitsonen and Herva 2011: 178). There are also scaled issues of power concerning the treatment of 

Laplanders’ identity and issues (including the impact of WWII on them), certainly nationally as colonially 

‘othered’, influencing the outsiders’ perception of Lapland and its residents as both exotic and marginal at 

the same time (e.g. Herva 2014: 298, 315). 



Arguably, then, Lapland’s ‘dark heritage’ also has a particular exotic draw – both locally and for actors from 

further afield. Several interviewees who have engaged with this heritage (especially those originally from 

elsewhere) commented on the ‘magical’ experience of being in Lapland (see also Herva 2014). The 

phenomenological sensation of the ‘unspoilt’ wilderness, combined with the notion of Lapland as a 

peripheral, mysterious and even frightening zone on the edge of Europe, creates a sense of excitement for 

those that consume it as heritage, especially in touristic consumption. Within this framework, it is also 

possible to consider the Nazis – based on their image in popular fiction (think Indiana Jones’ perennial ‘bad 

guys’ for example) – as similarly fitting into a fantastical and imagination-laden version of Lapland for those 

encountering and enjoying this material heritage. Such transformations in status and reimaginings of this 

heritage also help us to view it in the context of ‘scale as a process’ – one that changes and provides 

different spaces for varied encounters and interactions, as the examples below suggest. 

The notion of Lapland as an unspoilt space, a place to experience a ‘true’ wilderness, also inspired the 

activities of one local environmental organization in the mid 2000s. Pidä Lappi siistinä (Keep Lapland Tidy) 

organized teams of volunteers from 2005 until around 2007 to clear away the ‘war junk’. Seemingly driven 

by the wish to ‘restore’ the wilderness to a ‘pristine’ condition, as well as to remove the potential safety 

hazards posed by rusting barbed wire, unexploded ordnance and other material, some in the media began 

to accuse the organizers of profiting from selling the collected material as scrap metal and even sometimes 

(allegedly) as collectors’ items to memorabilia collectors (Thomas, Seitsonen and Herva 2016: 339). At the 

same time, while the sites had no protection through the status of official cultural heritage, the clearing 

activities did move some heritage professionals to criticize openly the way in which these wartime sites 

were being dismantled and destroyed without scientific documentation. As Vesa-Pekka Herva has noted 

(Herva 2014: 303–4), local communities also complained that their heritage and history was being 

destroyed, perhaps another reference to scaled power or, in this case, scaled powerlessness on the most 

local level in the face of decisions being made about the historic environment.  

It is noteworthy that since then not only have the clearing activities of Pidä Lappi siistinä ceased but state-

authorized surveys of WWII sites have increased, and the Finnish Heritage Agency– Finland’s national 

cultural heritage authority – has even extended its categories to include the vague typology of ‘other 

cultural heritage site’ (Enqvist 2014: 113; Seitsonen 2017). This broad classification nonetheless shows the 

potential within Finnish cultural heritage management at last to bring WWII sites to national level, state 

(public sphere) recognition as worthy of protection. Furthermore, in 2010–2015 Metsähallitus (the Finnish 

Forestry Commission) surveyed and mapped war historical sites on its land, and archaeological research 

into WWII heritage is underway at Siida, the Finnish Sámi Museum. The timing, in the mid 2000s, of this 

apparent ‘dawning’ of a professional and academic interest in sites connected to the twentieth century 

incidentally corresponds with similar developments in other parts of Europe – such as the First World War’s 

Western Front regions. There, interest in the conflict sites transitioned from the non-professional and 

arguably private sphere of history hobbyists and amateur researchers to the more public (and yet in other 

ways exclusive) sphere of professional archaeology and museology (Van Hollebeeke, Stichelbaut and 

Bourgeois 2014). Similar to this dawning of scholarly interest in not only the history but also the material 

culture of the First and Second World Wars seen elsewhere, the research in Finnish Lapland – through the 

very existence of this research project and also others (e.g. Sääskilahti 2016) and the active dissemination 

of findings – is networking this heritage (previously mostly of interest to a few local and private actors) into 

a global academic discourse. The project has, in effect, ‘upscaled’ the heritage in terms of those networks 

of scholarly actors that are aware of and discussing it. This has brought with it the researcher team’s own 

networks – with colleagues from overseas accompanying field excavations and dissemination through 

international conferences and publications. A public excavation in August 2016 in Inari also triggered a 

debate in the national press as to whether there should be more attention paid to the touristic potential of 

the WWII heritage (Suoninen 2016). Furthermore, live updates from the excavation via social media 



channels such as Twitter, Facebook and Instagram garnered followers and interactions from around the 

world. There has been other regional networking as the research team has made connections, potentially 

also for future related research avenues, with heritage and museum professionals across Finland and 

transnationally in neighbouring countries.  

The project has also uncovered and analysed more private sphere local networks involving different 

community actors and the military materiel. The politicization of heritage is no less visible in Lapland than 

elsewhere. Even the ‘war junk’ – at one time officially neglected and removed – can become contested at 

international, national, local and personal levels and across networks. We have encountered challenges to 

our own presence as researchers, with some Sámi residents in the village of Vuotso the summer of 2015 

asking why the team, as non-Sámi, are researching their heritage, in effect taking ownership of the 

decaying 1940s German military materiel.  

Questions put forward about where excavated material and archives will be deposited (originally our 

intention was to consider archives in Oulu and Rovaniemi) quickly made the research team realize that the 

archives must also be offered to Siida, located in Inari, in order to acknowledge not only the geographical 

location context of our research but also its specific meaning to Sámi communities. This sense of ownership 

is perhaps for some due simply to the geographic location of many of our case studies in Sápmi – the 

traditional lands of the Sámi people. It may also reflect the impact – at the time – of the German presence 

in Lapland and, perhaps even more than this, the normalization of remnants of the war in the landscape 

and hence everyday lives of people living and going about their business.  

Similarly, the research team, and I in particular, have been interested in the activities of artefact collectors 

in the region – some of whom amass their (good condition) collections directly from their network of 

contacts among local survivors and their families, while others collect (less well preserved) material directly 

from the wilderness. Almost all of the collectors interviewed have a particular interest in German (Nazi) 

material and also material connected to the Finnish SS. Due to the research aims of our project, we actively 

sought out collectors interested in WWII militaria in Lapland or of Lapland rather than general militaria 

collectors, which naturally also skewed the viewpoints of our interview sample as a whole. We interviewed 

four collectors among our many informants, all of whom were based in Lapland, and all of whom were 

introduced to us through antiques dealers with whom we had already been acquainted through our 

research. Eva Kingsepp has researched in depth the so-called ‘Nazi fans’, people who collect (often 

secretively, for fear of being misunderstood) Nazi memorabilia. She concludes that the fascination with 

Nazi memorabilia most often has nothing to do with any identification with Nazi ideology but is far more 

situated in the role of Nazi Germany in popular culture; a fantasy version of the Nazis (Kingsepp 2006). It is 

less clear, however, that this kind of ‘Nazi fan’ is what we are encountering in Finnish Lapland. 

The research has uncovered yet another lens through which to view collectors in Lapland, one which is 

deeply tied to notions of place and territory, but also to family. Most of the collectors have a relative who 

was involved in the military in WWII (for example as a Finnish SS officer or even as a German soldier – the 

offspring of German men and Finnish women in Lapland during this period has been discussed elsewhere – 

e.g. Väyrynen 2014: 223–225). Furthermore, many informants have explained in interviews and 

conversations that – for them – the period is not a ‘dark heritage’ (as our project’s title would suggest), but 

it is interesting to them because it is local history. It is situated in their landscapes and townscapes, their 

local environment. By collecting the material and caring for it privately in their homes – and in some cases 

in ‘home museums’ (or ‘vernacular museums’ – see also Mikula 2015 for discussion of these in connection 

to Karelia), many also want to make sure this material heritage stays where it ‘belongs’. Hence this concept 

of ‘belonging’ – often connected to identity and conceived of as scalar or even ‘multi-scalar’ (see 

Lähdesmäki et al. 2016) – can relate as much to objects and materiality as it can to people.  



Closing Reflections 

In this chapter I presented just some of the different ways, privately and publicly, in which engagement 

with the ‘dark heritage’ of Lapland’s WWII experiences may take place and how this may relate to practice 

– both of heritage professionals and of hobbyists and other community actors. This is a period of change, 

with the Lapland War enjoying a recent limelight moment in popular culture (for example, forming the 

backdrop for a feature film based on a bestselling novel – Kätilö (Kettu 2011) – in 2015) and with cultural 

heritage managers, the media and other decision makers and influencers beginning to pay attention to the 

physical remains of this period as a ‘national’, albeit locally (and nationally) contested, heritage. Despite the 

impact of recent research, and of the media and other interest that it has generated, the issues connected 

to the north of the country and the communities therein are still felt by many to be sidelined at a national 

scale. Some of this feeling no doubt also has to do with the perceived peripheralization of indigenous issues 

generally. 

Furthermore, studies of WWII in general are in a crucial and transitional period, with many of those who 

remember the period first hand coming to the end of their lifespans. This will undoubtedly have a profound 

impact on the nature of research and the approaches that are possible in the future as, for example, 

memory studies and interviews with remaining survivors become less possible. Public and private spheres 

appear to be porous, with aspects of the heritage also transitioning between – or coexisting within – the 

two. Combining this back and forth, or perhaps more accurately co-existence, between the public and the 

private, with the different scales of heritage perceptions and the politics that are associated, presents an 

even more complex and fluid picture. It also seems likely that our own actions as researchers have an 

impact on the ways in which this particular region and period is perceived and thus understood at local, 

national and international levels. We may find that certain aspects of the heritage discourses transition 

from private to public spheres of interest, as we ourselves draw attention to the region and its WWII 

legacy. 

Acknowledgements 

This chapter stems from the research project ‘Lapland’s Dark Heritage: Understanding the Cultural Legacy 

of Northern Finland’s WWII German Materialities within Interdisciplinary Perspectives’, which is funded by 

the Academy of Finland, decision number 275497. 

Suzie Thomas (BA, MA, PhD) is Professor of Cultural Heritage Studies at the University of Helsinki, Finland. 

She is interested in non-professional and so-called alternative engagements with cultural heritage, ‘dark’ 

heritage and heritage crime. She worked as a Postdoctoral Researcher on the Academy of Finland Project 

‘Lapland’s Dark Heritage: Understanding the Cultural Legacy of Northern Finland’s WWII German 

Materialities within Interdisciplinary Perspectives’ (decision number 275497) and is now Principle 

Investigator of Academy of Finland Consortium Project ‘SuALT: Collaborative Research Infrastructure for 

Archaeological Finds and Public Engagement through Linked Open Data’ (decision numbers: 310854, 

310859 and 310860). She teaches masters-level courses in Cultural Heritage Studies and Museum Studies. 

REFERENCES 

Bendix, R. and G. Hasan-Rokem. 2012. ‘Introduction’, in R. Bendix and G. Hasan-Rokem (eds), A Companion 

to Folklore. John Wiley & Sons, pp. 1–6. 

Enqvist, J. 2014. ‘The New Heritage: A Missing Link between Finnish Archaeology and Contemporary 

Society?’, Fennoscandia Archaeologica XXXI: 101–23. 

Foley, M. and Lennon, J.J. 1996. ‘Editorial: Heart of Darkness’, International Journal of Heritage Studies 2(4): 

195–97.  



Habermas, J., S. Lennox and F. Lennox. 1974. ‘The Public Sphere: An Encyclopedia Article (1964)’, New 

German Critique 3: 49–55. 

Hazen, H. 2008. ‘“Of Outstanding Universal Value”: The Challenge of Scale in Applying the World Heritage 

Convention at National Parks in the US’, Geoforum 39(1): 252–64. 

Herva, V.-P. 2014. ‘Haunting Heritage in an Enchanted Land: Magic, Materiality and Second World War 

German Material Heritage in Finnish Lapland’, Journal of Contemporary Archaeology 1(2): 297–321. 

Herva, V.-P., E. Koskinen-Koivisto, O. Seitsonen and S. Thomas. 2016. ‘“I Have Better Stuff at Home”: 

Alternative Archaeologies and Private Collecting of World War II Artefacts in Finnish Lapland’, World 

Archaeology 48(2): 267–81. 

Kettu, K. 2011. Kätilö. Helsinki: WSOY. 

Kingsepp, E. 2006. ‘“Nazi fans” but not Neo-Nazis: The Cultural Community of “WWII Fanatics”’, Critical 

Studies 28(1): 223–40. 

Kivimäki, V. 2012. ‘Between Defeat and Victory: Finnish Memory Culture of the Second World War’, 

Scandinavian Journal of History 37(4): 482–504. 

Koskinen-Koivisto, E. and S. Thomas. 2017. ‘Lapland’s Dark Heritage: Responses to the Legacy of World War 

II’, in H. Silverman, E. Waterton and S. Watson (eds), Heritage in Action: Making the Past in the Present. 

New York: Springer, pp. 121–33.  

Lähdesmäki, T. et al. 2016. ‘Fluidity and Flexibility of “Belonging”: Uses of the Concept in Contemporary 

Research’, Acta Sociologica 59(3): 233–47. 

Lehtola, V.-P. 2015. ‘Second World War as a Trigger for Transcultural Changes among Sámi People in 

Finland’, Acta Borealia 32(2): 125–47. 

Löfström, J. 2011. ‘Historical Apologies as Acts of Symbolic Inclusion – and Exclusion? Reflections on 

Institutional Apologies as Politics of Cultural Citizenship’, Citizenship Studies 15(1): 93–108. 

MacDonald, S. 2008. ‘Difficult Heritage: Unsettling History’, in M.-P. Jungblut (ed.), Museums and Universal 

Heritage: History in the Area of Conflict between Interpretation and Manipulation. Paris: International 

Committee for Museums and Collections of Archaeology and History, pp. 8–15. 

Marston, S. 2004. ‘Space, Culture, State: Uneven Developments in Political Geography’, Political Geography 

23(1): 1–16.  

McAtackney, L. 2014. An Archaeology of the Troubles: The Dark Heritage of Long Kesh/Maze Prison. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Mikula, M. 2015. ‘Vernacular Museum: Communal Bonding and Ritual Memory Transfer among Displaced 

Communities’, International Journal of Heritage Studies 21(8): 757–72. 

Moshenska, G. 2006. ‘Scales of Memory in the Archaeology of the Second World War’, Papers from the 

Institute of Archaeology 17: 58–68. 

Paksuniemi, M., T.A. Turunen and P. Keskitalo. 2015. ‘Coping with Separation in Childhood – Finnish War 

Children’s Recollections about Swedish Foster Families’, Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences 185: 67–

75.  



Sääskilahti, N. (2016). ‘Konfliktinjälkeiset kulttuuriympäristöt, muisti ja materiaalisuus’, Tahiti 1/2016. 

Retrieved 20 April from http://tahiti.fi/01-2016/tieteelliset-artikkelit/konfliktinjalkeiset-

kulttuuriymparistot-muisti-ja-materiaalisuus.  

Seitsonen, O. 2017. ‘Crowdsourcing Cultural Heritage: Public Participation and Conflict Legacy in Finland’, 

Journal of Community Archaeology and Heritage 4(2): 115–30. 

Seitsonen, O. and V.-P. Herva. 2011. ‘Forgotten in the Wilderness: WWII PoW Camps in Finnish Lapland’, in 

A. Myers and G. Moshenska (eds), Archaeologies of Internment. New York: Springer, pp. 171–90. 

Seitsonen, O. and E. Koskinen-Koivisto. 2018. ‘“Where the F. . . is Vuotso?” Material Memories of Second 

World War Forced Movement and Destruction in a Sámi Reindeer Herding Community in Finnish Lapland’, 

International Journal of Heritage Studies 24(4): 421–41. 

Smith, L. 2006. Uses of Heritage. London and New York: Routledge.  

Smith, P. 2007. ‘Frontier Conflict: Ways of Remembering Contested Landscapes’, Journal of Australian 

Studies 31(91): 9–23.  

Suoninen, I.-E. 2016. ‘Toisen maailmansodan sotajäänteet osaksi matkailuelinkeinoa Inarissa?’ Yle, 10 

August 2016. Retrieved 24 January from 

http://yle.fi/uutiset/osasto/sapmi/toisen_maailmansodan_sotajaanteet_osaksi_matkailuelinkeinoa_inariss

a/9082602.  

Thomas, S. and E. Koskinen-Koivisto. 2016. ‘“Ghosts in the Background” and “the Price of War”: 

Representations of the Lapland War in Finnish Museums’, Nordisk Museologi (2): 60–77.  

Thomas, S., O. Seitsonen and V.-P. Herva. 2016. ‘Nazi Memorabilia, Dark Heritage and Treasure Hunting as 

“Alternative” Tourism: Understanding the Fascination with the Material Remains of World War II in 

Northern Finland’, Journal of Field Archaeology 41(3): 331–43. 

Van Hollebeeke, Y., B. Stichelbaut and J. Bourgeois. 2014. ‘From Landscape of War to Archaeological 

Report: Ten Years of Professional World War I Archaeology in Flanders (Belgium)’, European Journal of 

Archaeology 17(4): 702–19. 

Väyrynen, T. 2014. ‘Muted National Memory: When the Hitler’s Brides Speak the Truth’, International 

Feminist Journal of Politics 16(2): 218–35. 


