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PREFACE

In the debate about the basic tenets of conservation/ pres-
ervation we sometimes overlook — on account of such his-
torically encumbered and variously interpreted general terms
as “‘restoration” or “reconstruction™ and such catchphrases
as “conserve, do not restore™ — the fact that generally ac-
cepted international principles do indeed exist, regardless
of whether or not the goals of preservation can be made to
prevail within the framework of differing provisions for the
protection of cultural property. In the form of the Venice
Charter (Charter on the Conservation and Restoration of
Historic Monuments and Sites) passed in May 1964 by the
Second International Congress of Architects and Technicians
of Historic Monuments, we even have an international paper
on principles that is accepted worldwide, although from a
current point of view it is a historic document that needs
interpretation and can be supplemented with further points
of emphasis.

Together with the Nara Document on Authenticity (1994)
the Venice Charter, the foundation stone of [COMOS, is of
course the starting point of all reflections on principles of
preservation, presented in this volume XX of the Monuments
and Sites series, supplemented in the annex by a selection of
international position papers. The attempt to describe some
principles of conservation/ preservation accepted in theory
and practice presupposes a definition of monuments and
sites “in the full richness of their authenticity* and is fol-
lowed by a series of chapters on topics such as conservation,
restoration, renovation, maintenance, repair, reconstruction
and ends with a chapter on conservation politics in a glo-
balised world.

Such reflections on principles of preservation started with
my keynote speech at the Nara Conference on Authenticity
in 1994 (“In the full richness of their authenticity” — the
Test of Authenticity and the New Cult of Monuments), where
I had the honour of chairing a section, and with a lecture on
“Principles of Monument Conservation™, which | gave on
2 August 1996 during the ICOMOS General Assembly in
Colombo. In some respect, this volume XX of the Monuments
and Sites series is also a considerably extended new edition

of the Principles of Monument Conservation/Principes de
la Conservation des Monuments Historigues (ICOMOS —
Journals of the German National Committee, vol. XXX)
and, at the same time, a revised version of the Principles of
Preservation — An Introduction to the International Charters
JSor Conservation and Restoration 40 Years after the Venice
Charter, which can be found in the second edition (2004)
of Monuments and Sites, vol. [, fmternational Charters for
Conservation and Restoration.

The current reason for this new attempt of an extended
version of the Principles of Preservation are tendencies to
ignore — in search of allegedly “new” topics — the traditions
embodied in the principles. With inconsiderate general pro-
posals, such as “conservation is managing change”, and the
call of October 2009 for a general discussion on *tolerance
for change”, a slogan which can provoke dangerous misun-
derstandings, now even the core ideclogy of our organisa-
tion is being counteracted. After all, conservation does not
mean ,,managing change™ but preserving, — preserving, not
altering and destroying: ICOMOS, the only global interna-
tional organisation for the conservation of monuments and
sites is certainly not an International Council on Managing
Change.

The summary of reflections presented here might provoke
criticism of some points and ought to be supplemented by
a series of examples illustrating the international practice
of conservation. At any rate, | would like to express my
gratitude to all ICOMOS colleagues who untiringly commit
themselves to conservation/ preservation. The discussions
with many of these colleagues — among them Alfredo Conti,
Jukka Jokilehto, Wilfried Lipp, Francisco J. Lopez Morales,
Andrzej Tomaszewski and Guo Zhan — have given me the
opportunity time and again to scrutinise my own principles
based on European traditions and to exchange experiences
on an international level.

Munich, 1 December 2009
Michael Petzet



I. CONSERVATION OR MANAGING CHANGE?

Conservation or managing change? Everywhere in the world
the conservation of monuments and sites can look back on
a long tradition, if only because the preservation of com-
memoration, of commemorative values, seems to be a hu-
man quality that goes back to the earliest times. Anything
that commemorates something can be or become a monu-
ment — omnia monumenta sunt quae faciunt alicuius rei re-
cordationem, as is written in a Cicero commentary of the late
antiquity. Given the appeal 10 join and participate in a truly
global, multi-cultural and multi-disciplinary exercise on the
“initiative for tolerance and change” recently presented in
Malta, before any further reflections on the international
principles of conservation reference must be made first of
all to the great tradition of preserving monuments and sites;
a tradition to which ICOMOS feels obliged since its founda-
tion in 1965: ICOMOS shall be the international organisa-
tion concerned with furthering the conservation, protection,
rehabilitation and enhancement of monuments, groups of
huildings and sites on the international level, is the funda-
mental statement to be found in article 4 of the ICOMOS
Statutes. This article defines quite clearly the tasks and goals
of our international, non-governmental organisation. The
equally binding name ICOMOS would consequently have to
be interpreted as International Council on Conservation and
Protection of Monuments and Sites. Therefore, also in view
of an increasing tendency to avoid the term “monuments
and sites" — part of the name ICOMOS ~, forgetting our tra-
ditional responsibilities, we need to refer again and agam
to the binding article 4, which uses, together with articles
3 and 5 of the ICOMOS Statutes, the same terms and values
as article 1 of the World Heritage Convention. Of course, the
definitions of monuments and sites in the ICOMOS Statutes
and in article 1 of the Convention must be interpreted very
broadly and can be seen in connection with the monument
definition of the Venice Charter, the foundation document of
ICOMOS {compare pp. 54/55).

The simple statement “conservation is managing change™
was occasionally mentioned in Australian papers, in the land
of the Burra Charter, where our colleagues avoid the term
monument just like the devil shuns the holy water. Instead
they use the term “place”, which according to art. | of the
Burra Charter can mean everything and anything: Place
means site, area, land, landscape, building or other work,
group of other buildings and ather works and may include
components, contents, spaces and views. The Burra Charter
of 1979, revised time and again, is a somewhat complicated
but nonetheless excellent national charter. However, it is not
necessarily suitable for “evangelisation attempis” in other
countries. Incidentally, the Charter includes the very sensi-
ble articles 15 and 27 on the topic of “change” (undesir-
able where it reduces cultural significance!) and “managing
change®, plus the explanatory notes: When change is being
considered, a range of aptions should be exploved to seek
the option which minimises the reduction of cultural signifi-
cance: reversible changes should be considered temporary.

Non-reversible change should only be used as a last resort
and should not prevent future conservation action. Also
some ICOMOS Charters for special fields of conservation
rightly point out the changes that are 1o be expected. For
instance, the Florence Charter (1981, ¢f, annex, p. 70{f))
mentions growth and decay of nature and the desire of the
artist and crafisman to keep [the garden’s appearance] per-
manently unchanged (article 2), and in article 11 it says:
Since the principal material is vegetal, the preservation of
the garden in an unchanged condition requires both prompt
replacements when required and a long-term programmie
of periodic renewal .... The Charter on Built Vernacular
Heritage (1999, cf. annex, p. 86 ff.) refers to the inevitahil-
ity of change and development and that changes over time
should be appreciated and understood as imporiant aspects
of vernacular architecture (guidelines in practice, p. 6). In
the same way the Xi’an Declaration on the Conservation of
the Setting of Heritage Structures, Sites and Areas (2005, see
annex, p. 95 ff.) deals with the task to monitor and manage
change affecting settings. The rate of change and the indi-
vidual and cumulative impacts of change and transformation
on the settings of heritage structures, sites and areas is an
ongoing process which must be monitored and managed (ar-
ticle 9) and change to the sefting of heritage structures, sites
and areas should be managed to retain cultural significance
and distinctive character (article 10).

Incidentally, particularly in the United Kingdom, the
United Siates and Australia a certain enthusiasm — possibly
also animated by political slogans? — for change in general
and management in particular seems to have developed.
See for instance the publication Conservation Principles,
Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of
the Historic Environment, edited by Lord Bruce Lockhart,
chairman of English Heritage. There conservation is defined
as process of managing change to a significant place ...
(Definitions, p. 71); furthermore, it contains a special chap-
ter “Managing Change to Significant Places” and of course
a great amount of useful information thar will guide English
Heritage in offering advice or making decisions about par-
ticular types of change affecting significant places (p. 51).
With our ICOMOS colleagues in the USA the term “manag-
ing change™ emerged for instance in May 2007 in connec-
tion with the popular debates on the topic of “Historic Urban
Landscape” (ICOMOS HUL Discussion — Phase 1), where
thoughts were even given to the “capability to differentiate
good change from bad*™.

After such relatively harmless beginnings the new dis-cus-
sion paper Protecting heritage places under the new herit-
age paradigm & defining its tolerance for change, presented
to the Advisory Committee in Malta in October 2009, now
we have a real challenge for a truly global, multi-cultural
and multi-disciplinary exercise, — unfortunately with ideas
that ignore fundamental experiences in theory and practice
of conservation. In any case, this paper that somehow seems
to be based on an “Australian” heritage philosophy is quite
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ing policy, compare point 7 of the Nairobi Paper). With
inconsiderate proposals such as “conservation is manage-
ment of change” the core ideology of the World Heritage
Convention — namely to protect and preserve monuments
and sites as unchanged as possible — is being counteracted.
For conservation does not mean “managing change ", but
preserving, — preserving, not altering and destroying.

Incidentally, given the dramatic changes in our cities, vil-
lages and cultural landscapes, which cannot be compared
with the gradual changes in past centuries, the common rea-

soning that there has always been change and that the quasi
natural process of demolition and new building has time and
again generated an attractive urban development, becomes
obsolete given the uniformity of modern mass-production
dictated almost exclusively by economic considerations.
Therefore, instead of an a priori “tolerance for change™
based on whatever standards, which would condemn our
colleagues working in conservation practice merely to act as
supernumeraries (only watching change?), we should stick
to our fundamental principles and fight for cultural heritage
in a dramatically changing world.
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II. THE VENICE CHARTER — HALF A CENTURY LATER

The Venice Charter, the International Charter for the
Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites
(1964}, phrased 45 years ago by the 2nd International
Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Mo-
numents (annex, pp. 54/55), was also the foundation stone
of ICOMOS since the resolution to found an International
Council of Monuments and Sites was adopted in Venice at
the same time as the Charter: the fundamental “resolution
concerning the creation of an international non-governmen-
1al organization for monuments and sites”™, whose general
constituent assembly was held a vear later in Cracow. In
his preface to the publication of the congress papers Piero
Gazzola, first President of ICOMOS, later rightly underlined
this close connection: The resulis of the meeting arve momen-
tous. We need only recall the creation of the International
Council of Monuments and Sites — ICOMOS — the institu-
tion which constitutes the court of highest appeal in the area
of the restoration of monuments, and of the conservation of
ancient historical centers, of the landscape and in general
of places of artistic and historical importance. That organi-
zation must supervise the creation of specialized personnel,
its recruitment and advancement. It must oversee the use of
international exchanges and in addition concern itself with
the creation of local international commitiees that are capa-
ble of counseling international ovganizations {UNESCO, the
Council of Eurape, etc.). ... With the creation of ICOMOS a
gap lamented by every nation has been closed and a need
which had been felr by every local organization concerned
with canservation has been satisfied. But above all, it is to be
recognized that the most importani positive resuit hy far of
this assembly has been the formulation of the international
code for restoration: nol simply a cultural episode but a text
of historical importance. In fact, it constitutes an obligation
which no one will be able to ignore, the spirit of which all
experts will have to keep if they do not want to be consid-
ered cultural outlaws. The concerns thus codified constitute
Jfor evervone today an unassailable document the validity
of which will be affirmed more and more as time passes,
thereby uniting the name of Venice forever with this historic
event. In fact, from now on, the Charter of Venice will be in
all the world the official code in the field of the conservation
of cuitural properties...

With his words about the Venice Charter. the foundation
document of ICOMOS, Piero Gazzola, who demanded high
standards of the work of ICOMOS, standards of which we
should stay aware in the future, was right. This charter, to
which in later years many other charters and principles
adopted by the General Assemblies of ICOMOS have re-
ferred, is admittedly in some respects a historical document
typical of the time of its creation and needs to be newly in-
terpreted time and again. However, it is and remains an ir-
replaceable instrument for our work on the international le-
vel, and attempts to write a “new" Charter of Venice — one
example being the Cracow Charter of 2000 — make liule
sense.

Thirty years after the Venice Charter ICOMOS published
its Scientific Journal 4 (The Venice Charter/La Charte de
Venise 1964—1994).The Journal also contains the summary
report of the International Symposium connected with the
Oth General Assembly of ICOMOS in Lausanne, where a
working group dealt with the actuality of the Venice Char-
ter. This report underlines the necessity to create a working
group on the Charter of Venice doctrine, theory and com-
mentaries and comes to the conclusion: We can affirm that
the Charter of Venice is a historical monument which should
be protected and preserved. It needs neither restoration,
renewal, nor reconstruction. As for the future, it has been
suggested that a commentary or a parallel text should be
drawn up to present interdisciplinary regional and national
perspectives, with the object of finding a better solution to
the needs of the new generations and the coming century.
The Charter should be considered in a philosophical and
open perspective rather than in a narrow and technical one.
The same publication also contains a review of the Venice
Charter, written as early as 1977 by Cevat Erder: Recent re-
actions ... show that the Venice Charter does not completely
meel the demands of contemporary society. Proponents
and critics of the Charter may be grouped in general into
three separate camps. One defends the Venice Charter as it
stands. In this camp are also those who defend the Charter
with the condition that regional charters form an adiunct to
the present document. The second proposes changing those
articles which fail to meet current demands and infroducing
supplementary articles to complete it. The third insists that
a new charter be prepared to replace the Venice Charter al-
together.

If now, nearly half a century after the Venice Charter was
written, such criticisms are hardly heard any longer. this may
have to do with the fact that this paper, by now translated
into many languages and known and appreciated world-
wide, is considered a historic document, which must not be
corrected in any way.

Thanks to its broad definition of the term “monument”
(compare pp. 14/15) the Charter can casily be integrated into
the cosmos of international theory and practice of conser-
vation / preservation although nowadays definitions of cul-
tural heritage go far beyond the ideas of nearly half a cen-
tury ago. Furthermore, aims and possibilities combined with
catchwords such as “authenticity™ and “integrity”, “repair”,
“rehabilitation”, “reconstruction” or “reversibility"” open up
new perspectives for the preservation of monuments and
sites as well as new fields of duties for the conservation of
various monument categories on which the Venice Charter
commented only cursorily or not at all.

Incidentally, the Venice Charter already emphasizes the
necessary scientific and technical approach to our tasks:
The conservation and restoration of monuments must have
recourse to all the setences and techniques which can con-
tribute to the study and safeguarding of the architectural
heritage, asserts article 2 of the Venice Charter. So, today
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the scientific aspect of preservation practice is a self-evident
and generally accepted requirement. This is also true for the
documentation that is necessary to prepare, accompany and
conclude every individual project that is carried out accord-
ing to the methods and principles described in the following
chapters. The Venice Charter closes along these lines with
article 16, which is in fact self-evident for the scientific-
based discipline of preservation but for various reasons is of-
ten badly neglected in practice: /n all works of preservation,
restoration or excavation, there should alwavs be precise
documentation in the form of analytical and critical reports,
ilustrated with drawings and photographs, Every stage of
the work of clearing, consolidation, rearrangement and in-
tegration, as well as technical and formal features identi-
fied during the course of the work, should be included. This
record should be placed in the archives of a public institu-
tion and made available to research workers. It is recom-
mended that the report should be published. Some of these
reflections were already pre-formulated in the forerunner of
the Venice Charter, the Charter of Athens (Ve *values of
international documentation”, ¢f. p. 48, cf. Principles for the
Recording, pp. 80-82).

Today, apart from the Venice Charter and further interna-
tional principles of conservation / preservation developed on
its basis (s. annex, pp. 47 {f.) national und regional principles
are also welcome, for example the Burra Charter (1979, re-
vised 1999) or the Principles for the Conservation of Her-
itage Sites in China (2002). It seems that for world-wide
efforts to preserve monuments and sites “in the full rich-
ness of their authenticity™, as it says in the Venice Charter,
a pluralistic approach taking regional traditions of conserva-
tion / preservation into consideration has become a matter
of course. And considering the omnipresent threats to our
cultural heritage. in all necessary struggles for the right solu-
tion in every individual case there should not be any “dog-
matic wars™ about principles. Instead it is important to save
what can be saved within the range of our possibilities. Of
course, the preconditions vary a lot and depend on the exist-
ing — or non-existing — monument protection laws and on
an effective management as well as on the commitment of
all parties concerned and on the guality of the conservation
professionals.

Under these circumstances, within the framework of a
necessarily pluralistic approach to conservation the Venice
Charter, the foundation document of ICOMOS will also in
the future remain one of the most relevant papers on the
theory and practice of our work. But exactly because of that
we must not ignore that from today’s point of view the Ven-
ice Charter as a historic document depends on a certain
period: Up to a certain degree the Venice Charter bears testi-
mony of its time and therefore not only requires supplements
to special points — supplements which in many areas have
already been made —, but also needs interpretation from time
to time, The history of its origin leads back to the First Inter-
national Congress of Architects and Specialists of Historic
Buildings in Paris 1957 and to the result of a meeting of con-
servationists of historic buildings, organized by the Interna-
tional Museum Office at the Athens conference, the Athens
Charter (annex pp. 47-49). In a way some of the thoughts

found in the Venice Charter were developed parallel to the
reflections formulated in the 1920s and 1930s by the Mod-
ern Movement, for instance the famous Athens Charter of
1933 by CIAM (= Congrés Internationaux d”Architecture
Moderne, founded in 1928). With considerable contributions
from Le Corbusier CLAM at that time laid down the rules of
modern urban planning,.

Also in the case of the Venice Charter theory and prac-
tice of conservation, as they have developed since the 19th
century, must be seen in close correlation to the respective
“modern™ architecture. Conservation practice of the 19th
century, in Europe a “child of Romanticism”, born against
the background of a first brutal wave of destruction during
the French Revolution and the Secularization, must be seen
in its fluid transition between “restoration™ and “new crea-
tion”, drawing from the {reely available arsenal of historic
styles in close connection with the architecture of Histori-
cism. Thus in the 19th century, despite warning voices such
as John Ruskin and William Morris, the preservation archi-
tects who prevailed were those who backed completely a
fiction of “original™ form and design which negated later
alterations in accordance with the ideas of “stylistic purity™
and “unity of style”. They sacrificed to this fiction not only
all traces of age but also the historic layers that had evolved
over centuries, quite in keeping with Viollet-le-Duc’s fa-
mous definition of restoration: Restaurer un édifice, ce n'est
pas [entreteniv, le réparer ou le refaire, ¢ est le rétablir dans
un état complet qui peut n'avoir jamais existé a un moment
donné (Dictionnaire raisonné, vol. VIII, 1868, p. 14). In its
strict rejection of this “restoration” practice of the 19th cen-
tury the “classic” conservation practice of the 20th century,
developed at the turn of the century, concentrated exclu-
sively on the mere conservation of monuments of artistic
and historic value. At the same time the Modern Movement
jettisoned all “historic ballast”, thus declaring the new form,
“purified” of even the simplest ornament, an expression of
the respective new function (“form follows function™) in
contrast to the conserved old form as “document of history™,
Under these circumstances “pure” architecture and “pure”
conservation can actually only exist as contrasts. if only for
reasons of “honesty” and “material justice” - catchwords
from the Modern Movement, which occasionally are even
used today as arguments in conservation practice, although
they are hardly suitable for the handling of historic archi-
tecture.

Against this background typical attitudes of the “Zeitgeist”
when the Venice Charter was written are noticeable in some
of its articles, reflecting a period that was not only highly
critical of the questionable restoration practice of Histori-
cism but alse of its architecture in general. Even the conser-
vation authorities either purified many of these architectural
witnesses or had them demolished altogether — buildings
which in the meantime would have achieved monument
status themselves. In the sense of the famous slogan “con-
serve, do not restore™ by Georg Dehio (Denkmalschuiz und
Denkmalpflege im 19. Jahrhundert, Strasbourg 1905), who
was one of the founders of “classic™ monument conserva-
tion around 1900, we can understand the Venmice Charter’s
cautiousness about “restorations”, which should only be the
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exception, and its negation of the guestion of “renovation”
by leaving it out completely as well as its rather “prudish”
attitude towards replacements (article 12) or, what is more,
reconstructions (article 15 referring to archaeology, not to
monuments and sites in general). On this account from a
modernistic point of view it was seducing to manipulate cer-
tain articles of the Venice Charter in accordance with one’s
own architectural doctrines, for instance article 15 as alleged
prohibition of any kind of reconstruction, or article 5 as an
alleged command to use and find a function for every monu-
ment, even if this new function is paid for with considerable
loss.

Insofar we must consider the Venice Charter as a historic
document in correspondence with the “classic™ monument
conservation evolved around the turn of the century in Eu-
rope in opposition to the restoration practice of Historicism.
And of course a certain correlation to the Modern Move-
ment is noticeable, which by the 1960s had developed into
the “International Style™ and overcome all political borders
and social systems. Therefore, the thought suggests itself
that the crisis of modern architecture in the 1970s, marked
by the appearance of so-called Post-modernism, must also
have had an impact on the practice of dealing with historic
architecture. The various trends in the architecture of the last
decades have indeed opened up new perspectives, includ-
ing the possibility of reacting to a historic surrounding in a
differentiated way, not simply by contrast of form and ma-
terial, but occasionally by even using historic architecture
as a source of inspiration. In this context new opportuni-
ties for the preservation of historic architecture have also
developed. The intercourse with historic architecture is even
understood as a kind of “school for building” in the sense
of repair and sustainability — chances which conservatio-
nists acting world-wide must use in a pluralistic approach,
adapted from case to case to the various categories of monu-
ments and sites and also taking regional traditions into ac-
count.

Within such a pluralistic approach all monument values
need to be taken into consideration, in the way they were al-
ready defined 100 vears ago by the still useful system of com-
memorative and present-day values in Alois Riegl’s Modern
Cult of Monuments (1903), going far beyond the question
of material / immaterial or tangible/intangible values. While
the Venice Charter at the time when it was written could
hardly free itself from a slightly one-sided cult of historic
substance —i.e. the emphasis on the role of the authentic ma-
terial, which to a certain extent is of course indispensable —,
the Nara Document described the authentic values, including
the authentic spirit of monuments and sites, in a much more
differentiated way than in the current debate on the rather
simple distinction between tangible and intangible values.
Concerning this authentic spirit one could recall the remarks
on works of art by Walter Benjamin (Das Kunstwerk im Zei-
talter seiner technischen Reproduzierbarkeit, in: Zeitschrift
M Sozialforschung, 1, 1936), who speaks of a spiritual mes-
sage that is also expressed in every monument’s and every
site’s own “trace” and its “aura”™, Trace is understood here

as the meaning of the history of the building, which is ex-
pressed by traces of age, the “scars of time”. Aura refers not
only to the aura of the famous original but also to the aura
of the modest historic monument, an aura that is present “in
situ”, even when the monument is no longer existing or is
hardly comprehensible as “historic fabric”. So the true and
authentic spirit of monuments and sites normally only finds
expression in combination with a particular place, a space
encompassing a certain environment or what we may have
defined as a cultural landscape or cultural route. In conjunc-
tion with such a space time as a historical dimension be-
comes comprehensible: time that has passed at this place,
a process that has left many traces since the creation of an
object, which has perhaps become a monument, an object
of remembrance. enly in the course of centuries; time that
is also present in the form of the “Zeitgeist™ that the monu-
ment embodies, a hard-to-translate German word suggest-
ing the spirit of the times in which the way of life and the
“style™ of a particular period or epoch are reflected. Space
and time can even become one in the spiritual message of a
monument, - the apparently paradoxical but quite tangible
presence of the past.

In the future the close cooperation in protection and pres-
ervation of our natural and cultural heritage as also demand-
ed by the World Heritage Convention (annex, pp. ##) will
surely influence the further development of conservation
principles, thus going far beyond the Venice Charter which
aimed exclusively at our cultural heritage in the form of
monuments and sites. The fact that environmental protec-
tion and monument protection belong together, that today’s
preservation practice rests on the foundations of a general
environmental movement is an aspect that is not to be over-
looked, although so far the consequences of this connection
are to some extent only reluctantly acknowledged by preser-
vationists themselves. But against the background of world-
wide progressive environmental destruction on a gigantic
scale, monument protection and management also take on
a true moral dimension which has hardly been discussed in
connection with the Venice Charter. The concept of historic
continuity -- continuity which should be upheld and which
of course is not only embodied in our monuments — can also
be called upon as a moral justification for monument pro-
tection: the remembrance of history, also necessary in the
future for man as a historical creature, must not be broken
off. Therefore monuments and sites are to be preserved: to
surrender them to destruction is not a guestion of weigh-
ing interests but rather a question of morals. In a figurative
sense this is true not only for cultural landscapes shaped by
monuments, but also for our natural environment, in which
the continuity of a natural history that encompasses millions
of years {also embodied by “monuments of nature™) appears
today to be in question,

The now nearly half a century old Venice Charter and all
the other ICOMOS charters and principles will hopefully ac-
crue the moral strength that will help us in the future in the
daily struggle against the all-present powers of destruction
in a changing world.



III. MONUMENTS AND SITES IN THE FULL RICHNESS

OF THEIR AUTHENTICITY

Imbued with a message of the pasi, the historic monuments
of generations of people remain to the present day as living
witnesses of their age-old traditions. People are becoming
more and more conscious of the unity of human values and
regard ancient monuments as a common heritage. The com-
mon responsibility to safeguard them for future generations
is recognized. It is our duty to hand them on in the full rich-
niess of their authenticity. These are the first words of the in-
troduction to the Venice Charter, whose authors — faced with
the rapidly changing world in the post-war period — would
probably have considered a dubious definition of conserva-
tion as “managing change” as a betrayal of their efforts to
save monuments and sites, some of which were badly af-
fected by the Second World War. Under these circumstances
conservation means safeguarding monuments and sites for
future generations and maintenance “on a permanent basis™
(article 4), protected by various restrictions such as “not to
change the layout or decoration of the building™ (article 5),
“keeping the traditional setting™, allowing “no new construc-
tion, demolition or modification™ (article 6), no moving “of
all or part of a monument ... except where the safeguard-
ing of that monument demands it” (article 7). The artistic
furnishings as part of the monuments should also remain as
unchanged as possible (article 8).

Of utmost importance for the international role of the
Charter of Venice as an “official code in the field of conser-
vation"” (cf. quotation p. 11) was finally that in article 1 it de-
fined the monument concept, which was based on European
traditions going back to Roman times, very broadly — monu-
ments “no less as works of art than as historical evidence”
(article 3) to be safeguarded not by “managing change” but
by conservation/ restoration: The concept of a historic mon-
ument embraces not only the single architectural work but
also the urban or rural setting in which is found the evidence
of @ particular civilization, a significant development or a
historic event, This applies not only to great werks of art but
also to more modest works of the past which have acquired
significance with the passing of time. 1f the Charter of Ven-
ice defines a monument concept that also includes “modest
works of the past”, at the time when it was adopted it prob-
ably had those monuments and sites in mind, which a few
years later, in 1972, the World Heritage Convention defined
as “cultural heritage"”, however with reference to monuments
of all kinds, not necessarily with the “outstanding value™ de-
manded by the Convention.

“Cultural heritage” may be defined very broadly, for
instance of late in the Council of Europe Framework
Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society
(Faro, 27 Oct. 2005): Cultural heritage is a group of re-
sources inherited from the past which people identify, in-
dependently of ownership, as a reflection and expression
of their constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge and
traditions. It includes all aspects of the environment resuli-
ing from the interaction between people and places through

time ... But sometimes general discourses on “our heritage™

obfuscate the primary aims of ICOMOS, which are to make

active contributions to the conservation/preservation of
monuments and sites. And in view of a rather strange ten-
dency of some colleagues to avoid the term “monuments and
sites” - part of our name ICOMOS — and to replace practical
actions in conservation / preservation by “managing change”
and commonplace actionism, forgetting our traditional re-
sponsibilities, | would like to refer here again to article 4 of
the ICOMOS Statutes: [COMOS shall be the international
organisation concerned with furthering the conservation,
pratection, rehabilitation and enhancement of monuments,
groups of buildings and sites.

In article 3 of the [COMOS Statutes the term “monument™

15 defined in the following way:

— The term “monument " shall include all structures (togeth-
er with their settings and pertinent fixtures and contents)
which are of value from the historical, artistic, architec-
tural, scientific or ethnological point of view. This defi-
nition shall include works of monumental sculpture and
painting, elements or structures of an archaeological na-
ture, inscriptions, cave dwellings and all combinations of
such features.

— The term “group of buildings " shall include all groups of
separate or connected buildings and their surroundings,
whether urban or rural, which, because of their architec-
ture, their homogeneity or their place in the landscape,
are of value from the historical, artistic, scientific, social
or ethnological peint of view.

— The term “site” shall include all topographical areas and
landscapes, the works of man or the combined works of
nature and of man, including historic parks and gardens,
which are of value from the archaeological, historical,
aesthetic, ethnological or anthrapological point of view.
Here, the ICOMOS Statutes use nearly the same terms and
values as article | of the World Heritage Convention:

— monuments: architectural works, works of monumen-
tal sculpture and painting, elements or structures of an
archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and
combinations of features, which are of outstanding univer-
sal value from the paint of view of history, art or science;

- groups of buildings (ensembles): groups of separate or
connected buildings which, because of their archirecture,
their homageneity or their place in the landscape, are of
outstanding universal value from the point of view of his-
tory, art or science;

— sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and
man, and areas including archaeological sites which are
of outstanding universal value from the historical, aes-
thetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view.

The Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the
World Heritage Convention have also interpreted the defi-
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nitions of article 1 very broadly, for instance “groups of
buildings™ (ensembles) as different categories of towns or
the “combined works of nature and man” as cultural land-
scapes.

Of course. it goes without saying that in the decades since
the Venice Charter was passed the idea of how modern so-
ciety defines “cultural heritage” has grown considerably, if
we only think of the categories of “cultural landscapes™ and
“cultural routes” further developed within the framework of
the implementation of the World Heritage Convention, or
of the growing interest in rural settlements and vernacular
architecture, in the heritage of the industrial age or in “mod-
em” heritage, taking into account that the 20th century has
also become history, But even such categories of cultural
heritage are compatible with the Charter of Venice, if in ac-
cordance with cultural diversity one understands the terms
“monuments” and “sites” in all their formations. If “every-
thing which reminds us of something™ can be a “monument”
according to the definition in a late classical commentary on
Cicero, the public interest in protection and conservation of
“objects of remembrance” can be very comprehensive and
range from the authentic spirit of a holy place to enormous
witnesses of the past made of seemingly indestructible mate-
rial.

Article |1 of the Convention, just like article 3 of the
ICOMOS Statutes, not only defines cultural heritage as
monuments, groups of buildings (ensembles) and sites, but
also sets the requirement of certain values from the point of
view af history, art or science when dealing with monuments
or groups of buildings and from the historical, aesthetic, eth-
nological or anthropological points of view in connection
with sites, while according to article 2 of the Convention
natural heritage should meet the requirement of Outstanding
Universal Value (OUV) from the aesthetic or scientific point
of view. Thus article 1 of the Convention answers the ques-
tion about cultural values of monuments and sites that should
be protected: Firstly, there is the value from the point of view
of history (= historical value, “old age value”, commemora-
uive value); secondly, there is the value from the point of
view of ari (= artistic value, aesthetic value): thirdly, one
finds the value flrom the point of view of science (= scientific
value), and finally there are also values from the ethnological
and anthropological point of view.

The Convention and the ICOMOS Statutes thus start out
from a monument definition and from monument values
which have been phrased in a rather similar form in monu-
ment protection laws of individual state parties worldwide,
i.e. mentioning first the historic value. then the artistic value
and further values, such as the ethnological or anthropologi-
cal significance, for example the definitions in the Bavarian
Monument Protection Law: Monuments are man-made
things or parts thereof from a past epoch whose preserva-
rion, because of their historic, artistic, urban design, sci-
entific or folkloristic significance, is in the interests of the
general public. Monuments and sites whose preservation is
a matter of public interest because of these values are meant
1o be protected by national monument protection laws or de-
crees within the framework of a general policy regarding the
protection and conservation of the entire cultural and natural

heritage, as required in article 5 of the Convention, which
obliges the Siate Parties to this Convention to ensure that
effective and aciive measures are taken for the protection,
conservation and presentation of the cultural and natural
heritage situated on its territory. For this reason monuments
and sites are or should be registered in monument lists as
well as in national or regional inventories. This is also a
prerequisite for inventories of properties forming part of the
cultural and natural heritage as demanded of the state par-
ties in article 11 of the Convention, for only by comparison
with the abundance of the existing cultural heritage and its
particular values the outstanding value of individual proper-
ties can be determined for the Tentative Lists,

Under these circumstances it is not unimportant for the
successtul implementation of the World Heritage Convention
that the same “monument values™ are also relevant accord-
ing to the monument protection laws for the documentation
and protection of the entire cultural heritage in the form of
monuments, ensembles and sites, only that in the case of the
inscription in the World Heritage List these values should
be “outstanding™ and “universal”. Outstanding means that
in comparison with the generally documented enltural herit-
age they belong to the very best or are “representative of
the best”. Universal means that these outstanding values
can be acknowledged as such in general and worldwide. It
also means that not only a region or a country looks after
the protection and conservation of this heritage, but that in-
stead in the sense of the already mentioned preamble of the
Convention “mankind as a whole” feels responsible for the
heritage.

In connection with the practice of the World Heritage
Convention of 1972 the concepts of authenticity and in-teg-
rity (see also p. 100), which are so important for the princi-
ples of conservation, have also been further developed. In
the Venice Charter they were taken for granted and men-
tioned (the sites of monuments must be the object of spe-
cial care in order to safeguard their integrity, article 1), but
not explained. Evaluations of monuments, ensembles and
sites and their special values are therefore closely linked
to questions of aothenticity and integrity. In contrast to
authenticity “integrity™ is not a necessary prerequisite for
the evaluation of all kinds of cultural properties. If integrity
is “the state of being whole or in perfect condition”, frag-
mentary findings and traces are surely not in their integrity,
but nonetheless they may very well be authentic in every
respect. The term integrity has always been used for the
characterisation of certain qualities and values of cultural
properties, e.g. the integrity of a work of art in the sense
of immaculateness, intactness, or for instance the territorial
integrity of a cultural landscape or the integral, intact sur-
rounding of an architectural monument as a particular value
in the sense of visual integrity. And in matters of traditional
use of monuments and sites one could speak of functional
integrity.

In the preface to the Venice Charter the idea of monu-
ments “in the full richness of their authenticity™ is conjured
in combination with a “message” — a "message” that is cred-
ible — that is authentic — because it is based on the authentic
traditions of different cultures and is attested to by monu-
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ments and sites as authentic evidence. The phrase “in the
full richness of their authenticity” promises in any case more
than only material or formal authenticity and exceeds the
“test of authenticity in design, material, workmanship or set-
ting”, introduced by the first Operational Guidelines of the
World Heritage Convention in 1977: In addition, the prop-
erty should meet the test of authenticity in design, materials,
workmanship and setting; authenticity does not limit consid-
eration to original form and structure but includes all subse-
guent modifications and additions, over the course of time,
which in themselves possess artistic or historical values.
The test of authenticity proves that we are dealing with
authentic testimonies of history, i.e. “real” monuments, not
surrogates of one kind or the other. The question of authen-
ticity is therefore relevant for the entire cultural heritage,
independently of the question whether monuments and sites
of outstanding universal value are concerned or not. The
preamble of the Venice Charter already stressed the com-
mon responsibility to safeguard the historic monuments in
the full richness of their authenticity; however, the Charter
did not define the authentic monument values. This was the

task of the Nara conference (1994), The Nara Document
on Authenticity (annex p. 78/79), the results of which were
adopted in the new Operational Guidelines of 2005, has be-
come one of the most important documents of modern con-
servation theory. The Nara Document tried to define the rest
of authenticity rather comprehensively so that according to
the decisive article 13 it explicitly also included the imma-
terial/intangible values of cultural heritage: Depending on
the nature of the cultural heritage, its cultural context and
its evolution through time, authenticity judgements may be
linked to the worth of a great variety of sources of informa-
tion. Aspects of the sources may include form and design,
materials and substance, use and function, traditions and
techniques, location and setting, and spirit and feeling, and
other internal and external factors. The Nara Document de-
scribes the authentic values, including the authentic spirit
of monuments and sites, in a much more differentiated way
than in the current debate on the rather simple distinction
between tangible and intangible values (see also Roberto di
Stefano, L'authenticité des valeurs, in: Nara Conference on
Authenticity, Nara 1-6 November 1994).
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IV. PRINCIPLES OF CONSERVATION, RESTORATION

AND RENOVATION

Already the Athens Charter for the Restoration of Historic
Monuments (see pp. 47-49) distinguishes between restora-
tion and conservation in the narrow sense (cf. the technique
of conservation in the case of ruins, quoted p.48), both of
which are then named in the title of the Venice Charter — In-
ternational Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of
Monuments and Sites — and used for the subheadings of the
corresponding articles, conservation above articles 4 to 8,
restoration above articles 9 to 13. Although nowadays con-
servation/restoration is also used in general for all kinds of
measures for the preservation of monuments and sites — that
is conservation / preservation in general — it remains neces-
sary and useful for the understanding of our international
charters to differentiate between conservation in the nar-
row sense and restoration. The term “conservation/resto-
ration” which in the meantime is frequently used in papers
for the work of restorers (for instance in the Principles for
the Conservation of Mural Paintings, see p. 88 ff.) only em-
phasizes the often indissoluble connection between these
methods of preservation, both of which cover preservation
measures of very different types, from conservation of pre-
historic traces to conservation and restoration of the exterior
or interior of historic buildings, including all works of art,
fittings and movable objects.

In the history of preservation especially the term resto-
ration has been differently defined. If for some “puristic”
colleagues the term “restoration™ still arouses negative as-
sociations, it has to do with the still existing consequenc-
es of the battle fought around 1900 against the restoration
methods of the 19th century focusing more or less on re-
constructions, for which Viollet-le-Duc’s famous definition
of “restoration”™ (see p. 12) may serve as a representative,
Against this background not only such a famous catchphrase
as Georg Dehio’s “conserve, do not restore” (see also p. 12)
must be understood, but also the highly restrictive position
of the Venice Charter when it comes to replacements or even
reconstructions (cf. p. 13). The latter becomes particularly
clear in the French version of article 9: La restauration est
une opération qui doit garder un caractére exceptionnel (1)
(whereas in the English version it only says: The process
of restoration is a highly specialized operation). It is also
characteristic that in this context the term “reconstruction™
is only used in article 15 of the Venice Charter, on the is-
sue of excavations (see p.55), while the term “renovation™
is avoided altogether, although despite negative experiences
with the restoration methods of the 19th century the 20th
century also very often not only conserved and restored, but
in fact renovated and reconstructed.

Under these circumstances in modern specialized litera-
ture these terms are often used without differentiation — res-
toration as a general term for restoration and conservation,
renovation instead of restoration or the other way around
—not to mention the fact that in some countries the term “re-
construction™ is used instead of restoration or renovation re-

gardless of whether a structure is in fact being reconstructed,
restored, renovated or merely conserved. Overlapping with
one another in practice, the preservation methods used in
conservation, restoration and renovation must therefore be
precisely understood, also because unfortunately the basic
goal of all preservation work frequently disappears — as if
behind a wall of fog - behind justifying, undifferentiated
catchwords for a successful “restoration” or “renovation™
which in fact cover up all manner of work — and in extreme
cases even destruction of the original. To repeat once again:
Every preservation measure — whether conserving, restoring
or renovating — should serve the preservation of the monu-
ment and its historic fabric; in other words, serve the preser-
vation of the original in the form in which it has come down
to us, with its various layers and with its outstanding as well
as its seemingly secondary or insignificant components. Un-
der the heading “Aim" article 3 of the Venice Charter sum-
marizes briefly this self-evident prerequisite of every pres-
ervation concept: The intention in conserving and vestoring
monuments is to safeguard them no less as works of art than
as historical evidence.

From this basic objective it becomes clear that in cer-
tain cases only conservation in the narrow sense is ac-
ceptable; restoration or renovation would be possible or
desirable only under certain preconditions, or perhaps
must be strictly rejected.

In connection with the method of renovation which goes
far beyond restoration the traditional preservation methods
of conservation and restoration will in the following there-
fore not be described without explicit reference to the dan-
gers of restoration and especially of renovation. Also at the
beginning of the 21st century these terms can describe a
wide spectrum of measures in accordance with the modemn
understanding of monuments and sites, whereas formerly the
terms conservation, restoration and renovation were used
primarily in connection with works of painting and sculpture
or in the context of “art monuments” in the field of “classi-
cal” preservation. In the following sections conservation
will only be used in the narrow sense, not as conservation
{ preservation in general.

Conservation

To conserve (conservare) means to keep, to preserve.
Thus the basic attitude of preservation comes most purely
to expressien in conservation: to conserve is the supreme
preservation principle. Together with stabilization and
safeguarding measures, conservation work that protects the
fabric of a monument and prevents its further loss should
therefore have absolute priority over all other measures,
Unfortunately this principle cannot be taken for granted be-
cause ofien parts of a monument are renovated or even re-
constructed at great cost while other components of the same
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building continue to deteriorate without urgently necessary
conservation work.

All those measures that serve the preservation of the fabric
of a monument are to be counted as conservation work, Con-
servation includes, for example, consolidation of the historic
fabric of a monument: impregnation of a stone sculpture,
injections in the cavities behind a layer of plaster, securing
a layer of peeling pigment on a painting or a polychrome
sculpture, strengthening a picture support, etc. After all, a
historic building conservation includes all measures that pre-
vent further decay and preserve the historic fabric. This can
encompass structural strengthening with appropriate auxilia-
ry constructions, or the replacement and completion of com-
ponents insofar as this prevents their further deterioration,
In this sense the constant replacement of damaged stones
by the cathedral stonemason workshops is a borderline case
between conservation and restoration. Moreover, in addi-
tion to traditional techniques available modern technology
must also be used in conservation in certain circumstances
to save historic fabric. Special reference to this is made in ar-
ticle 10 of the Venice Charter: Where traditional technigues
prove inadequate, the consolidation of a monument can be
achieved by the use of any modern technique for conserva-
tion and construction, the efficacy of which has been shown
by scientific data and proved by experience. Caution with
regard to methods that are not sufficiently proven or tested
is always in order, unless the monument in question cannot
be saved by any other means. In some cases — involving, for
instance, full impregnation with acrylic resins of a stone fig-
ure that cannot be saved in any other way — the principle of
reversibility must also be disregarded in conservation.

Repair measures that go beyond a mere safeguarding of the
existing fabric are no longer within the scope of conserva-
tion work; for instance the completion of a gap, be it a crack
in a painting or a break in a city wall, is not conservation
work unless such fill-ins are necessary for the techniques
used in safeguarding. In contrast, the removal of fabric that
endangers a monument can be considered an important con-
servation measure, This sometimes includes the removal of
intruding alterations from modern times, to the extent that
they actually endanger historic fabric (for instance removal
of an installation that causes structural damage or of new
plastering that contains cement).

The ruin, especially the castle ruin, which played a central
role in the preservation debates at the turn of the 19th centu-
ry, offers a perfect illustration for conservation to which the
Athens Charter already refers: In the case of ruins, scrupu-
lous conservation is necessary... Here the monument value
also derives from the fragmentary, ruinous state that reminds
us of the past, making history present through the “scars of
time”. Maneuvering between the idea of reconstruction,
which crops up sometimes even today, and the occasionally
advocated idea of letting the ruin “perish in beauty™ (the lat-
ter being an understandable reaction to destruction of the ac-
tual historic monument as usually results from the former),
the conservation plan must seek the correct path for each
individual case: for instance stabilization of the walls — but
only stabilization, without falsification of the character of
the ruin through unnecessary additions. Even the removal

of plant growth, seemingly self-evident as an initial conser-
vation measure, must be carefully considered; although the
growth endangers the fabric it contributes very critically to
the “picturesque” character of the monument. In cases of de-
finitive, otherwise inevitable ruin of an important building
component — such as the fresco fragments in the remains of a
castle chapel - a roofing-over can be an unavoidable conser-
vation measure, even if it actually contradicts the nature of
the ruin. In this context we can understand the covering over
carefully conserved wall remnants and the paved floor of a
Roman bath, which would be completely destroyed within
a few years without a protective roof, In the case of castle
ruins, certain wall remnants and findings are and will remain
best conserved under the earth, better preserved than if they
are subjected to the amateur excavations that unfortunately
are so popular at such sites and that, without supervision,
only irrevocably destroy their findings.

As not only the example of the ruin makes clear, to con-
serve means to preserve the monument even in a fragmen-
tary state: the fragments of a fresco, a sculpture, a vase or
an epitaph are all objects whose historic state should not be
“falsified” through additions in the sense of a restoration or
renovation.

In other words, for certain categories of monuments con-
servation is the first and only measure! [t is obvious for
several reasons that this particularly applies to monuments
that are to be seen in a museum-like context. In contrast an
inhabited old town cannot be preserved as a historic district
using conservation measures exclusively. The “use-value” of
many tvpes of monuments demands repair or careful reha-
bilitation that goes beyond conservation work and thus also
involves additional preservation methods which certainly n-
clude restoration and perhaps also renovation work. Howey-
er, conservation always is and will remain the starting point
for all deliberations in the field of preservation.

Restoration

To restore (restaurare) means to re-establish; in the fol-
lowing it is not to be defined as a term meaning major pres-
ervation work in general, as is often customary, but rather as
a measure that is to be differentiated from conservation and
safeguarding as well as from renovation. The Venice Char-
ter says the aim of restoration is fo preserve and reveal the
aesthetic and historic value of the monument and is based
on respect for orviginal material and authentic documents.
Thus it should go bevond merely “preserving™. or conserv-
ing a monument to “reveal” aesthetic and historic values;
or in other words to accentuate values of a monument that
are hidden (for whatever reason). disfigured or impaired:
that means to “re-establish™ them. Whereas conservation of
the existing fabric of a monument only anempis. as far as
is necessary, to stabilize individual areas technically and to
eliminate sources of danger that directh threaten the fabric,
restoration is concerned with the overall appearance of the
monument as histonical and arasoc evidence.

Following upon the stabiizanon and conservation of the
original fabric. a restoranon adds mew ekements. without re-
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ducing the original fabric. Because a gap in a painting, for
instance, can severely impair the overall aesthetic effect, far
beyond the very restricted area of the actual damage (which
may itself be relatively minor), an effort is made to close the
gap by means of retouching. The many possibilities for res-
toration, which must be carefully weighed in each individual
case, range here from a neutral “adjustment” in a painting
to a detailed replacement of missing elements, as would be
undertaken for gaps in decorative plasterwork or for certain
architectural sculpture. The bay that has collapsed because
of structural damage in an otherwise intact Renaissance pal-
ace, for instance, would hardly be conserved according to
the solutions applied to a medieval castle ruin, but rather,
because of the overall aesthetic eflect, would be restored to
accord with the adjoining bays,

A restoration can also go beyond the harmeonizing or fill-
ing-in of gaps, to undo disfigurements from previous restora-
tions. We must always be conscious of the danger that a new
restoration can also interpret certain aesthetic and historical
values in a biased manner or can even falsify, thus perhaps
“disfiguring” the monument just as did an carlier restora-
tion, the mistakes of which occasion the new interventions.
A restoration can also once again reveal a monument that
has been completely hidden, such as a classical temple be-
neath later construction or a medieval fresco under layers of
later interior decorations.

With the re-exposure of a particular layer - such as a
painting that is not visible but might in fact be extremely
well conserved underneath several layers of lime — a criti-
cal question must always be addressed: What is the goal
of the restoration of a monument that, as so often is the case,
is composed of very different historical layers? As traces
of its age and evidence of its history, all of these layers
are valid parts of the monument. If we imagine that overtop
the (to be exposed?) medieval painting there is a Baroque
painting as well as one from the 19th century, that the (to
be exposed?) original polychromy on a Romanesque cruei-
fix has no less than eight subsequent polychrome schemes
above it, that the (to be exposed?) Roman temple is inte-
grated into a Byzantine church complex, then the problems
inherent in all restoration work become clear. These issues
become particularly difficult if, as is frequently the case,
a restoration is based on an uncompromising orientation
toward a genuine or supposed “original state” to which later
historic layers are to be sacrificed without hesitation. In fact,
after consideration of the results of detailed preliminary
investigations, we can only proceed with the greatest caution
in accordance with article 11 of the Venice Charter, which
clearly dismisses the restoration practices of the 19th cen-
tury that aimed at a “unity of style™: The valid contributions
of all periods to the building of a monument must be res-
pected, since unity of style is not the aim of a restoration.
When a building includes the superimposed work of differ-
ent periods, the revealing of the underlying state can only
be justified in exceptional circumstances and when what is
removed is of little interest and the material which is brought
to light is of great historical, archaeological or aesthetic
value, and its siate of preservation good enough 1o justify
the action,

Extreme care is thus required; the goal of a restoration
cannot be coordinated with a particular “historic state” if
other “historic states” will thus be destroyed. On prineiple,
the existing fabric, which has evolved over time, should be
respected initially as the historic state. Only after thorough
analysis will the removal of insignificant work to the advan-
tage of materials of “great historical, archacological or aes-
thetic value™ appear to be warranted. Moreover, as important
as an earlier state may be in comparison to later changes,
it must also be so well preserved that its state of preserva-
tion (is) good enough to justify the action. The few particles
of pigment that perhaps remain from the Romanesque
polychromy on a wood sculpture no more justify the removal
of a fully preserved Baroque paint scheme than the remains
of a medieval ashlar stone wall justify demolition of an
entire building that has evolved over the following centu-
ries.

In a restaration project, preservation practice must also
consider in particular the function of a monument and its
relation to its surroundings, so that the components of a large
monument complex — for example a monastery church with
its decorative features — will not be “restored asunder”. In
a museum there might be good reason to re-expose the 15th
century polychrome scheme on a late Gothic figure of the
Virgin, removing later additions to ultimately conserve its
fragmentary state; but the same figure located on a Baroque
altar as a devotional image must of course retain its Baroque
polychromy. An altar from the 17th century in a space that
was uniformly redecorated in the mid-18th century would
not be re-exposed to its initial paint scheme but rather to
the second or third version, the one which harmonizes with
the overall space. Even a restoration measure that seems
extremely simple and self-evident, such as removal and re-
newal of a yellowing layer of varnish in order to recover the
aesthetic effect of an old painting or of marbling, must be
questioned if by giving up the “age-value™ of the varnish
layer the relationship to other components of the work or
to the remaining features of the monument is altered in the
sense of “restoring asunder™.

Given the diverse layers of a monument and the varying
goals and prerequisites for a restoration project, excesses oc-
casionally arise from a so-called “analytical restoration”,
which attempts to simultaneously preserve and exhibit all the
historic states of a monument, at least in part. The Baroque
facade of a palace on which painted architectural decoration
from the Renaissance, deep medieval wall openings, remains
of a re-exposed late Gothic painting, and remnants of Roman
ashlar have all been made visible on a single bay becomes a
mere preserved “specimen”; the same is true of a sculpture
on which individual parts have been restored to different his-
toric periods. As important and necessary as methodically
sound preliminary investigations and documentation of pre-
vious historic states are in order to understand the essential
character of a monument and to guide the interventions a
restoration plan has to be oriented to the — evolved — historic
and aesthetic whole of the monument. The safeguarding
of evidence is necessary but the search for these traces
cannot become an end in itself, determining the goal of
a restoration.
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Moreover, earlier historic situations can also be recon-
structed on paper for scholarly publication. Regarding late
Gothic fragments in a Baroque church interior, for example,
there would be good reason to advise that they not be re-
stored but rather covered up again, following conservation if
necessary, in order not to endanger the aesthetic and historic
whole of the monument. A “window to the past”, based on
what emerges in the course of a restoration, is only possible
if it can be disposed in an inconspicuous place so that there
is no negative impact of the kind discussed above. In gen-
eral there must be a warning against the exaggerations of
“analytical preservation”, which represents a special kind of
“restoring asunder”,

This applies of course not only to individual restoration
projects and to monuments with extensive decorative com-
ponents but equally to restoration work within a historic dis-
trict. The re-exposure of {(originally visible) half-timbering
can represent successful restoration work when considered
alone, but in the context of a square with only Baroque build-
ings or Baroque transformations of houses that are medieval
in core, this intervention must be rejected as a disfigurement
and disturbance of the square as a historic ensemble. Like-
wise we must reject the idea of restoring a streetscape that
was transformed in the 19th century back to its medieval
“original state™; monuments are not infrequently destroyed
through such massive interventions based on an unprofes-
sional understanding of restoration,

Whereas “analytical restoration™, a sort of “specimen
preparation” of historic states which is with good reason
hardly practiced anymore today. adversely effects the co-
herent overall appearance of a monument and leads to loss
of fabric in specific areas, the idea of “restoring back” to
a single historic state, a concept that is always turning up
anew, implies removal of entire layers of a monument. A
constant conflict with the supreme dictate of preservation,
the conserving and preserving of historic fabric, is pre-pro-
grammed, as is conflict with the restoration principle, already
cited above in article 11 of the Venice Charter, of accepting
the existing state and only re-establishing a particular earlier
state in well-justified, exceptional cases.

Finally, attention should still be given to the general con-
nection between every restoration project and the principles
described for the conservation and repair of monuments (cf.
p.271f). Conservation concerns must take priority, also in
the difficult questions regarding the objective of a restoration
project. Furthermore, in general a restoration is only appro-
priate if the necessary measures for stabilization and conser-
vation are executed beforehand or at the same time.

The principles regarding general repair — limitation to the
necessary and reversibility (see p.37 ff.) — are also valid for
restorations. However, since the removal of even an insignif-
icant historic layer, permitted after thorough consideration,
represents an irreversible intervention, in such cases a special
measure of responsibility for the welfare of the monument is
required. In article 11 the Venice Charter therefore demands
the participation of several specialists to weigh all the pos-
sibilities: Evaluation of the importance of the elements in-
volved and the decision as to what may be destroved cannot
rest solely on the individual in charge of the work.

A restoration that makes an effort to close and fill gaps that
impair a monument’s overall appearance can also be linked
to the principle of repair using traditional materials and tech-
niques (see p.27). This applies particularly to the preserva-
tion of historic buildings, whereas with individual works of
art restorative completions must sometimes be executed in a
different technique which can guarantec its own damage-free
removal, based on the principle of reversibility. Of course, as
with conservation work, not only the traditional but also the
most modern restoration techniques (which cannot be cov-
ered individually here) must be employed where traditional
techniques prove inadequate, as the Venice Charter says in
article 10.

Renovation

To renovate (renovare) means to renew, and together with
conservation and restoration it is a third widespread method
in preservation, although it is not mentioned specifically in
the Venice Charter. Renovation aims particularly at achiev-
ing aesthetic unity in a monument in the sense of “making
new again” (the outer appearance, the visible surface of a
monument, etc.) whereas “making visible again™ by means
of conservation work, cleaning or re-exposure in combina-
tion with completions still belongs in the realm of restora-
tion.

The same conflicts concerning goals arise with the renova-
tion of a monument which has multiple historical layers as
have already been discussed in the context of restoration.
Here, too, article 11 of the Venice Charter applies: renova-
tion measures must accept in principle the evolved state of a
monument with all its superimposed historic layers; no layer
may be sacrificed to the aesthetic unity that is the goal of
the renovation unless there is justification based on detailed
investigations that carefully weigh the gains and losses.

Considering the priority of conservation — as the supreme
principle that applies to all efforts in the field of preserva-
tion — and the principle of limitation to the necessary that is
universally valid for the repair of monuments (see p.27), it
could perhaps be argued that conservation is always neces-
sary, restoration is justifiable under certain conditions, but
renovation, meaning as it does to renew and therefore to de-
stroy, is not compatible with preservation’s basic demands.
Thus in place of Dehio’s phrase “conserve, do not restore™
do we rather have “conserve, restore where necessary, do
not renovate”™?

In practice historic fabric is in fact being destroyed even
now to a shocking degree in the name of “renovation™ and
also in the course of many “restorations”. The great danger
with all renovation work lies in the fact that it is preceded
by at least a thorough “cleaning” of the surface of the monu-
ment: complete removal and renewal of plaster; scraping off
of earlier polychrome layers on an old altar in order to be
able to renovate it “according to findings” or freely “accord-
ing to the taste” of the authorities; stripping the layers off a
figure and thereby destroying an essential part of the artistic
and historical statement of a work of art; even total rework-
ing of a weathered wooden or stone sculpture through “re-
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carving™ until the object is falsified and devalued beyond
recognition. Similarly, the sanding of a gravestone or a stone
portal down to an undamaged, “healthy™ layer is equivalent
to the replacement of the original surface with a modern sur-
face. These are all irreversible losses that remind us that the
general principle of reversibility must be valid for renova-
tion measures as well. In this context reference can also be
made to the danger of renovation using inappropriate materi-
als; dispersion paints, for example, have caused devastating
damages on plaster or stucco facades or on stone surfaces.

In order to aveid such damages, the basic demand for his-
toric materials worked in appropriate techniques must be
met in renovation work in particular. Here is the opportunity
to practice, learn and pass-down traditional technologies and
the handling of traditional materials. Renovation is seen in
contrast here to the complicated field of conservation and
restoration which, as already described, cannot dispense with
modern restoration techniques and newly developed resourc-
es. Furthermore in the case of renovation work repeated in
ever-shorter intervals even well-meant and technically cor-
rect measures represent a significant danger to a monument’s
tabric if only because of the preparatory cleaning that affects
the original fabric.

In spite of the indisputable dangers suggested here. a ren-
ovation project which pays heed to the principles of con-
servation can indeed be considered a preservation measure.
Even if we constantly remind ourselves that the new layer
resulting from a renovation cannot be a fully valid stand-in
for the old fabric beneath it, with its special “age-value”, in
preservation practice there are indeed certain areas in which
renovation is the only way possible to preserve the historic
and artistic appearance of a monument and to conserve the
original layers below. A renovation measure is thus justi-
fied if it has a conserving effect itself or if conservation
measures prove to be unfeasible. However, as with conser-
vation and restoration, such a renovation must be understood
as being “in service to the original”, which should not be
impaired in its effect and should be protected from further
danger.

In order to preserve a monument severely worn, weathered
or even soiled components may have to be renovated. For
example, a new coat of lime paint could be applied over an
older one that has been badly soiled by the modern heating
system, without thus exeluding the cleaning and conserva-
tion-oriented handling of an old coat of lime paint at a later
point in time. This approach is often valid for the exterior of
a building where worn and weathered original plaster and
paint layers can only be preserved under a new and simul-
taneously protective coat; the new coat can be executed as a
reconstruction of a historic scheme, as documented by inves-
tigative findings. Finally there are cases in which old plaster
is so badly damaged by weathering and environmental pol-
lutants that it can no longer be preserved with conservation
measures and must be renewed. In this situation the painted
decorative articulation on the exterior, only traces of which
could still be detected, can be renovated — that is repeated
— by means of a new coat of paint based on the investiga-
tive findings: the only possible way to pass on the monu-
ment’s acsthetic appearance. As in the case of a restoration,

of course very different possibilities can emerge from the in-
vestigative findings covering various layers. Should the plan
for the exterior renovation based on these findings repeat
the architectural paint scheme from the Renaissance, from
the Barogue or from the Neo-Classical period, or should it
take up the uniform ocher facade from the 19th century?
Whether this involves a palace facade or the plain facade
of a townhouse in the historic district of an old town, this
decision can only be reached within the framework of the
overall preservation plan after thorough analysis of the find-
ings and the history of the building and in coordination with
its surroundings.

Whereas the exterior renovation of a historic building has
to be coordinated with its surroundings, an interior renova-
tion must take into consideration the historic, aged surfaces
of surviving elements, especially the “age-value™ of all the
decorative features; for instance the variable intensity of
renovated painted interior surfaces must be of concern. As
already suggested, the protective effect that a renovation
measure can have must also be taken into account. Thus ren-
ovation as protection is a valid aim even in cases in which it
conceals the “age-value” or an intermediate state that, from
an aesthetic or historic standpoint, is worthy of preservation.
An example is offered by new plaster on a Romanesque tow-
er to protect weathering stone; although findings of minimal
remnants may provide proof that there was indeed plastering
in previous centuries, the new plaster replaces — in fact, dis-
poses of —the “picturesque™ and simultaneously “legitimate™
version of the tower with its exposed medieval masonry, as
it had appeared since the 19th century. The renovation of an
outdoor sculpture of stone or wood by applying a new poly-
chrome scheme based on investigative findings or in analogy
to similar painted figures can also combine a change in the
aesthetic appearance with a protective function,

It is no doubt self-evident that a renovation is out of the
question for certain categories of monuments because
only conservation and restoration work are within ac-
ceptable limits. Renovation must be rejected as a legitimate
method for a great number of “art monuments” in particu-
lar, objects which in general can only be conserved or under
some circumstances restored but which should not be reno-
vated. These include paintings and sculptures or examples
of arts and crafts work; the chalice in a church vestry would,
for example, be impaired in its historic value by a complete
re-gilding, an approach we would classify as renovation.
This applies also to archaeological monuments and to frag-
ments, which may be conserved and, as far as appropriate
and necessary, restored; but a total “renovation”™ of these ob-
jects would destroy their character as evidence. The widely
propagated methods of renovation are acceptable in
preservation practice only if original fabric is no longer
technically conservable and must be replaced or if old
fabric can no longer be exposed to the effects of environ-
ment and use and must be covered over for protection. In
both situations renovation work should be justified and sup-
ported by preservation-oriented preliminary investigations
and by a preservation plan.

In the case of historic buildings, renovation work can also
be appropriate in particular locations, for example in parts



22 IV, PRINCIPLES OF CONSERVATION, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION

of a monument where there is no longer historic fabric to
be protected because of previous extensive alterations, so
that compatibility with the remaining monument fabric is
the only point that must be heeded, or where preservation
concerns for retaining historic fabric could not be made to
prevail over other interests.

To conclude this attempt to differentiate between con-
servation, restoration and renovation work, it must be
emphasized that together they constitute a graduated
system of preservation measures; in other words, there
are monuments that under certain circumstances should
only be conserved but not restored, or that may be conserved
and restored but never renovated. Furthermore, conserva-
tion, restoration and renovation measures are intercon-
nected, so that, according to the circumstances, they may
be carried out one after the other or simultancously.
The gilding of a plastered concave molding in an interior
space can serve as an example. For the well-preserved
components mere conservation is enough; in some places

small gaps must be filled in and certain pieces “polished
up” in order to more or less attain the overall aesthetic ap-
pearance of the conserved elements — hence, restoration;
on one side of the room the gilding, severely damaged and
to a large extent lost because of water penetration, must be
renewed according to traditional gold leafing techniques
— hence, renovation, In other cases renovation can even
be considered a conservation measure, at least to a certain
degree: for instance, partial re-exposure of one or more
historic paint schemes within the framework of investiga-
tive analyses, consolidation (i. e., conservation) of the lath-
ing, and complete renovation over an intermediate layer of
one of the schemes. Underneath the new plaster all the his-
torical layers remain better conserved (at least in the case of
an exterior fagade) than they would be if subjected to com-
plete re-exposure, which is always combined with losses,
and to subsequent conservation and restoration of the origi-
nal fabric and the concomitant exposure to dangers of weath-
ering.
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instance a different brick format or different method of set-
ting stone). Thus the character of the architectural fragment
is not falsified by an “imitation™ that feigns another state of
preservation or by a modish “contrast”,

For completions that are necessary within the framework
of normal repair work (see p.27), the principle of the use of
authentic materials in an appropriate, traditional manner is
applicable, insofar as conservation reasons do not preclude
it. The situation is different if new elements are necessary for
functional reasons, for instance in the design of new fittings
(modern forms and materials can of course appear next to
the old) or the design of modern additions needed to extend
the use of a historic building complex. Perhaps new choir
stalls are needed in a church, or an addition must be made to
the vestry — for such cases article 13 of the Venice Charter
makes special reference to the caution and respect that must
be shown for the preservation of existing fabric: Additions
cannot be allowed except in so far as they do not detract
from the interesting parts of the building, its traditional ser-
ting, the balance of its composition and its relation with its
surroundings.

Furthermore, the “how™ of replacements depends criti-
cally on the design and condition of the part to be com-
pleted as well as on our knowledge of the earlier situa-
tion. If a severely damaged, no longer repairable component
is replaced, or an interrupted profile is filled in, or a volute
gable that is only half preserved is completed, or the miss-
ing piece of a symmetrically designed stucco ceiling is re-
placed — then a replacement that copies the original is pos-
sible and for the most part even necessary. The appearance
of the part that is to be replaced can be reconstructed using
exact graphic or photographic materials that show its previ-
ous state. However, if there is no detailed knowledge of a
component that has perhaps been missing for a long time,
either no replacement should be attempted at all, or, as with
retouching, the original should be replaced “neutrally” in
the manner discussed above, With figural decoration, such
as figures missing from a gable, even if there is some knowl-
edge of the no longer extant predecessors this is perhaps the
opportunity for modern sculpture, adapted of course to the
surrounding context of the lost work,

Finally there are categories of monuments, particularly
certain industrial monuments which are still in use, for
which components must be exchanged continually in their
original form and original materials A special form of con-
tinuous replacement, which could also be understood as
continuous repair, involves the replacement of stones by the
stonemason workshops of cathedrals (see p. 18). This in-
volves the exchange of damaged elements, from crumbling
ashlar to artistically designed components such as tracery
and pinnacles, work that has been oriented over centuries to
the form, materials and craftsmanship of the existing historic
fabric. Recently on some such monuments less detailed or
consciously more “coarse™ work has been carried out; only
on close observation is this perceived as a “modern” devel-
opment.

Although in the end this constant exchange can approach
a total renewal of the original stone materials, as a stone-
masen’s tradition that has continued unbroken for centuries

it is to be considered a necessary process which falls in be-
tween maintenance and repair. The procedure is more a rou-
tine safeguarding or restoration of the monument than it is
a renovation, since the surface of a building is never totally
reworked, even in larger sections, Such partial exchanges
require not only traditional craft techniques but also as far as
possible the use of material from the original stone quarry,
or at least of a comparable stone with similar properties if
the original is no longer available or is not resistant enough
to environmental pollutants (and would therefore require an-
other renewal after an unacceptably short interval).

Even with replacements that are correct in themselves in
terms of craftsmanship, according to the principle of limita-
tion to the necessary only deteriorated stones should be ex-
changed, whereas harmless small damages would not justify
replacement of the original. The process of examining the
stonework must also be seen in this context; it is a procedure
that is often overlooked or not executed thoroughly enough
by the cathedral stonemasons precisely because replacement
work is a traditional matter of course in their craft. The goal
of this examination must be conservation in situ, particu-
larly of richly designed components such as profiles, tracery,
pinnacles, sculptural elements with their individual artistic
signature or components with a key function in terms of a
building’s construction history. Thus the stonework would be
preserved without any reworking that destroys not only the
surface but also any surviving stonemason symbols and the
traces of age that are caused by minor damages and weather-
ing. An appropriate plan for safeguarding the stones must
be developed on the basis of detailed conservation-oriented
preliminary investigations.

Replacement by Copies

In some cases a study might show that figural elements on
the exterior are already severely damaged and can only be
saved from further deterioration through the production of
replicas by the stonemasons and the transferal of the origi-
nals to the interior or their deposition in a secure place. The
possibility of copies in the context of a restoration concept,
not explicitly mentioned in the Venice Charter, was already
critically commented in the Athens Charter, but not excluded
for certain states of decay of monumental sculptures: With
regard to the preservation of monumental sculpture, the
conference is of the opinion that the removal of works of
art from the survoundings for which they were designed is
in principle to be discouraged. It recommends, by way of
precaution, the preservation of original models whenever
these still exist or if this proves impossible the taking of
Casis.

Replicating — i. e.. making a copy of an existing original
or of another replica — has a long tradition in art history, as
illustrated by the “multiplication” of a famous pilgrimage
painting or statue through countless small copies. But rep-
lication can only be considered a preservation measure
if the copy is made in order to protect an existing origi-
nal: the copy as a means of saving a monument. We must
always remain conscious of the uniqueness of the original
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because, no matter how faithful in form, material and scale,
a replica is always a new object and merely a likeness of the
original with its irreplaceable historical and artistic dimen-
sion.

Production of a replica to replace an original, already re-
ferred to in the context of facade sculpture, can make it possi-
ble to remove and protect a work of art that can no longer be
preserved on its original location, without thereby disrupting
the meaning of a superordinate pictorial program of which
itis a part; well-known examples include the sculptures per-
sonifying the Church and the Synagogue on the cathedral of
Strasbourg. To a certain degree such a replica can be under-
stood as a partial replacement, a completion that serves res-
toration of the whole. This can also be a valid approach for
sculptures in a park, each of which is an essential element, in
its particular location, of an overall artistic concept; if leav-
ing them exposed to continued negative environmental influ-
ences 1s no longer justifiable, the originals can be replaced
by replicas while they themselves are given the protection
provided by a museum-like environment. Depending on the
individual case, a combination of measures may be sensi-
ble: replication of endangered components of a whole, or the
completion and conservation of originals that are already so
badly damaged or that have been so severely altered during
earlier restorations that their non-reversible state of deterio-
ration would make exhibition in a museum pointless. Given
the abundance of affected monuments — just among stone
sculptures, for example — it must be emphasized that this
approach nonetheless has narrow applications: even if ap-
propriate storage places are available, the deposited originals
must undergo conservation treatment so that the decay does
not continue, an aspect that is often overlooked. And which
museums or depots should accept the stained glass from a
cathedral that has been replaced by copies? With the excep-

tion of a few special cases, such windows should be saved
and restored on their original location by means of suitable
protective glasswork.

The testimonies in stone that characterize many cultural
landscapes — the wayside shrines, stations of the cross, road
markers, boundary stones, etc. — must be preserved in situ as
long as possible using stone conservation treatments, even if
we know these techniques are inadequate; if necessary they
must be repaired by restorers. In these cases only the threat
of total, non-stoppable loss can justify replacement of the
original with a replica.

A further issue is the extent to which a replica should
duplicate the original in materials and technique: in each
individual case careful consideration must be given as to
whether the best solution calls for a handcrafted or sculpted
copy in the original materials or for one of the modern cast-
ing techniques, some of which are very highly developed: of
course a prerequisite for the latter is that no damage be done
to the original during the process.

Apart from the examples mentioned here, the possibili-
ties for saving a monument by bringing it into a protected
space are very limited because normally a historic building
cannot be moved, nor can it be replaced by a replica. How-
ever, there are exceptional cases of replicas in order fo
save significant monuments endangered by modern mass
tourism. The paintings in the caves of Lascaux, unchanged
over thousands of years, became threatened by the climat-
ic fluctuations caused by visitors. Closure of the cave and
construction of an accurately scaled replica nearby, which
has enjoyed acceptance by tourists, has helped to save the
original paintings. Another successful example is the “tour-
ist’s copy™ of the famous Thracian grave of Kasanlyk in Bul-
garia. This approach could serve as a model for other objects
that are atflicted by mass tourism.
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VI. MAINTENANCE, REPAIR AND STABILIZATION,
REHABILITATION AND MODERNIZATION

Whereas in former times conservation and restoration were
practiced primarily in the context of works of art and monu-
ments of art and history, that is in the field of “classical” con-
servation/preservation, certain forms of maintenance, repair
and stabilization, reconstruction and rebuilding have been
practiced ever since there has been architecture. Therefore,
as customary building methods they are not only of interest
for the conservation/preservation of monuments and sites.
But of course especially the practice of maintenance and re-
pair plays a decisive role in this context, and many conser-
vation principles could also be described under the heading
“repair”, even if the term “repair™ is not explicitly named in
the Venice Charter. Instead, under the heading “conserva-
tion™ article 4 on the necessary maintenance of monuments
and sites stands here in the first place: it is essential fo the
conservation of monuments that they be mainfained on a
permanent basis,

Maintenance

Entire cultural landscapes are perishing for lack of build-
ing maintenance, affecting the age-old traditional earthen
architecture particularly dependent on constant maintenance
as well as stone buildings of abandoned villages and towns.
A lack, for various reasons, of the most basic maintenance
work is a problem that is sometimes overlooked for so long
in preservation practice that expensive repairs become nec-
essary. In such situations the question may arise of whether
the damages are already so advanced that repair is no longer
possible; then either the ultimate loss must be accepted ora
drastic renovation and rehabilitation may have to be under-
taken as the only alternative. In the following the repair of
monuments is understood as a general term that may include
measures of conservation and stabilization/consolidation,
measures of restoration and renovation, and the replacement
of missing elements (see also p.23/24), whereas maintenance
is used to mean limited, continuous preservation work.

In contrast to normal building maintenance, maintenance
of historic buildings must always take into account the mon-
ument value of the fabric as well as the monument character
of a structure. Under these conditions, proper maintenance
can be the simplest and gentlest type of preservation because
it guards against potential damages, especially those caused
by weathering, and thus preserves monuments intact over
centuries.

The maintenance of a historic building includes seem-
ingly self-evident measures such as the cleaning of gutters
or the re-nailing of damaged roof tiles, work that an owner
can carry out himself and that wards off extensive damage.
Obviously such maintenance work should be oriented to the
existing materials and skilled craft techniques with which
the historic building was erected. For maintenance measures
such as plaster repairs or paint work on historic building

components or on a facade, the professional advice of a pres-
ervation agency is necessary. Proper maintenance is a di-
rect outcome when a historic building is used appropriately
(particularly in the case of residential use). The maintenance
work carried out on individual historic buildings can add up
to an old town that docs not deny its age but is nonetheless
very much alive, an old town that neither seems unnecessar-
ily “spruced up” nor approaches a state of decay that might
be picturesque but in fact is highly dangerous to the historic
fabric.

Apart from buildings in continual use, some categories of
monuments — from stone boundary markers to castle ruins —
require only occasional maintenance measures, but the work
must be done again and again; removal of plant growth that
endangers the fabric of a ruin is one such example. Still oth-
er types of monuments such as historic parks with their paths
and plantings require constant intensive care (cf. the section
“Maintenance and Conservation™ of the Florence Charter,
p. 70). Certain industrial monuments — an old locomotive, &
steamship or a power station, for instance — that are outdated
technically and have become more or less museum objects
must also be intensively “serviced™, just as if they were still
in use. On the other hand, our underground archaeological
moenuments could survive without any maintenance for cen-
turies and millennia — if only they were protected from con-
stant endangerment caused by human interference.

Special problems of maintenance are presented by the
decorative features of historic buildings. There is a broad
spectrum of possible damages resulting from neglect, from
incorrect climate control in interior spaces, from improper
handling of flowers or candles in churches, and even from
cleaning or dusting undertaken in the name of monument
care. For sensitive works of art even a seemingly harmless
cleaning can have a damaging effect; in such cases mainte-
nance should be entrusted to appropriate specialists only.

In this context reference can be made to a trend-setting
model, of which little use has been made to date: mainte-
nance contracts with restorers for outstanding decorative
features which are particularly endangered, for instance for
climatic reasons. Threats to works of art could thus be iden-
tified early; minor initial damages could be repaired year for
year by a restorer without great expense. Over the long term
the sum of simple conservation measures would make ma-
jor restoration work superfluous — certainly the ideal case of
maintenance but in fact nothing different than the usual care
that every car owner bestows on his automobile in order to
preserve its value. Yet the car is an item of daily use that can
be replaced by a new one at any time, whereas the unique
fittings of our historic buildings cannot be replaced; waiting
until the next major restoration becomes due often means an
irretrievable loss. With modifications this model could also
be applied to maintenance contracts for the general preserva-
tion of historic buildings; restorers or craftsmen specialized
in certain fields could look after certain historic buildings, of
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course in coordination with the state conservation services.

Just how seriously the issue of maintenance must be taken
is shown by the possibility of deliberate neglect, whereby
the conditions needed for a demolition permit are quite con-
sciously attained. Finally, certain precautionary measures
against catastrophes and accidents (such as systems for
fire prevention, theft security, etc.) could also be counted as
part of the continual maintenance that guarantees the sur-
vival ol a monument. Planning for such measures must,
however, be coupled with appropriate preservation-oriented
preliminary investigations.

Repair and Stabilization

Even if the boundaries between maintenance and repair are
fluid, in general the repair of a monument would be defined
as work which occurs at greater intervals and is often neces-
sitated by inadequate maintenance. Individual components
of a monument might be repaired, added to or replaced. We
can even speak of continuous repair concerning the routine
replacement of stones on certain monuments, as exempli-
fied in particular by the stonemason workshops of medieval
cathedrals (see p. 18).

A first principle of repair should be: Following thorough
analysis all work is to be limited to the truly necessary!
It is a mistake to assume that nowadays the higher costs for
unnecessary work would anyway ensure that only necessary
work will be done. Quite apart from increased costs, various
factors — ranging from a change in use, an increase in the
standards of the use, inadeguate preliminary investigations,
improper planning, inappropriate techniques, poor execution
of work, or sometimes even a misguided “preservation™ plan
that inclines toward perfection - can also lead to an unnec-
essary, radical renewal after which practically nothing is
left of the historic fabric.

Out of the principle of limitation to the necessary — in fact
self-evident but nonetheless always in need of special em-
phasis — arises the principle that repair takes priority over
renewal (that is, replacement of components): As far as pos-
sible repair rather than renew! In general repair is under-
stood to mean the most careful and localized exchange of
materials or building components possible.

Without going into the parallels to this principle in the field
of art restoration, the principle of limitation to the necessary
together with the principle of the priority of repair over re-
newal should be made clear to planners and especially to
the craftsmen who carry out the work — craftsmen whose
training today has accustomed them instead to building a
new wall, replastering an old wall, carpentering a new roof
frame, re-tiling a roof, making new floors, new windows and
new doors, ete. The fact that preservation principles call for
limitation to absolutely necessary measures, and thus for re-
pair work that is adapted to the actual extent of damages -
in other words stabilization and repair of the existing wall,
refilling of the gaps in the old plaster, re-nailing of the roof
covering, mending of the poorly closing window and the old
door — often demands radical rethinking not only on the part
of planners and craftsmen but in particular on the part of

monument owners. In our modern throw-away society the
abilities to repair materials and to use them sparingly — in
earlier centuries a matter of course for economic reasons —
are often underdeveloped or completely lost. Instead we pro-
duce not only consumer goods but to a certain degree even
entire buildings on the assembly line, and after depreciation
they are in fact *used up” disposable buildings. Everyone
understands today that an old country cupboard, after its
repair, satisfactorily fulfills its purpose as a cupboard and
simultaneously represents a valuable original piece (paid for
dearly on the art market), whereas a new cupboard made in
imitation of the old has a comparatively low value, Quite
apart from the issue of material value, a respect for the value
of the original as historic evidence — respect which would
call for repair instead of replacement of the historic stairs
and the banister railing, refilling of gaps in plaster rather
than complete renewal of the plaster — unfortunately cannot
be taken for granted.

Just as the maintenance of a monument preserves original
materials which have been worked in traditional techniques,
the repair of a monument must be carried out in appropriate
materials and techniques, provided that a modern conserva-
tion technigue does not have to be used to ensure preserva-
tion. That means: Repair using traditional materials and
techniques! A door, a window frame, a roof structure are
thus best mended using an appropriate wood; old plaster is
best supplemented in an analogous technique; likewise brick
masonry is best repaired with bricks, a rubble wall with rub-
ble stone, ete. Used as an addition to old plasterwork or as
new plaster over old masonry walls, modern cement plas-
ter for example is not only an aesthetic problem but also
soon becomes a serious problem leading to further deteriora-
tion.

As far as possible all such repair measures are (o be ex-
ecuted according to skilled eraft techniques, Of course, in
many cases modern hand tools or small electric machines
can also be used to a reasonable extent, but the technical
aids of the modern large-scale construction site should in
general not be employed as they can only lead to unneces-
sary destruction in a historic building. In such cases sensitive
skilled repair that is adapted to the old methods of construc-
tion and especially to the old surfaces is much more the issue
than is the demand for imitation of historic techniques,

The principle of repair using traditional materials and tech-
niques does not mean that in special cases the most modemn
techniques must be excluded, for instance if traditional re-
pair cannot remedy the cause of damage or if repairs would
destroy essential monument qualities whereas modemn tech-
nology would guarantee greater success in the preservation
of historic fabric. In certain cases the use of conservation-
oriented technology for stabilization and consolidation is
unavoidable.

In general the same preservation principles are also valid
if, in addition to mere repair work, certain ruined compo-
nents have to be completely exchanged: for example, use of
traditional clay roof tiles which, aside from their aesthetic
effect, possess different physical properties than substitute
materials such as concrete tiles: use of wooden window
frames instead of plastic ones, of window shutters instead of’
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many cases urban rehabilitation is being practiced “from
house to house”. In the best cases of urban rehabilitation
repair in a preservation-oriented sense is being practiced
according to the principles of repair already described (see
p- 27/28), and the necessary modemization work is carefully
accommodated to the historic fabric. And of course the suc-
cess of rehabilitation depends critically on a compatible use
of the historic buildings.

As the most telling example of the “achievements” of
modem technology, clearance renewal has proved that reha-
bilitation which is going to have a preservation orientation
has need from the beginning of “gentle”, more traditional
practices. Modern technologies are undesirable if their im-

plementation requires procedures according to the tabula
rasa method, or if they cause enormous initial damages: for
instance, the large opening made in the city walls (indeed
demolition of half the structure that is actually intended for
“rehabilitation™) just in order to get the equipment “on the
scene” and to work “rationally”. Here in many cases it would
be more advantageous economically as well to work from a
preservation-oriented standpoint. Of course this is valid for
the principle of limitation to the truly necessary and thus for
the principle of repair, emphasized here again: For the re-
placement of truly worn out historie fabric, the replacement
of windows, etc. the principle of repair using traditional ma-
terials and techniques must be applied.
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Reconstruction refers to the re-establishment of structures
that have been destroyed by accident, by natural catastrophes
such as an earthquake, or by events of war; in connection
with monuments and sites in general to the re-establishment
of a lost original on the basis of pictorial, written or material
evidence. The copy or replica, in contrast to the reconstruc-
tion, duplicates an original that still exists (see p. 24). Partial
reconstruction as a preservation procedure has already been
discussed under the topic of completions and replacements
(cf. p.2311).

Reconstruction is by no means expressly forbidden by
the Venice Charter, as is often maintained; the passage in
question in article 15 - Al reconstruction work should how-
ever be ruled out a priori. Only anastylosis, that is to say,
the reassembling of existing but dismembered parts, can be
permitted - relates exclusively to archaeological excava-
tions (see p.35). In contrast the Athens Charter mentions
the method of anastylosis. a special form of reconstruction
(cf. also p.35) in connection with ruins of all kinds: In the
case of ruins .., steps should be taken to reinstate any origi-
nal fragment that may be recovered (anastylosis) wherever
this is possible (Athens Charter, V1, Technique of conserva-
tion, p.48). There are good reasons for the preference for
anastylosis in archaeological conservation, although for di-
dactic reasons archaeological preservation work sometimes
does involve partial reconstructions for the interpretation
and explanation of historic context (see p.35 and Charter
for the Protection and Management of Archaeological Herit-
age, art. 7 on reconstruction, p. 77). In another special field,
historic gardens, reconstruction also plays a decisive role
for obvious reasons (see Florence Charter, “Restoration and
Reconstruction”, art. 14.17, p.71). However, in general we
can conclude that the authors of the Venice Charter, based
on the charter’s highly restrictive overall attitude also in re-
gard to replacements (which according to article 12 should
be distinguishable from the original), were very skeptical of
reconstruction work,

The skepticism regarding any form of reconstruction
is based first of all on the knowledge that history is not re-
versible: in certain circumstances a fragmentary state offers
the only valid. unfalsified artistic statement. Indeed even a
totally destroyed monument is evidence of history, evidence
that would be lost in a “reconstruction” just as some castle
ruins fell victim to “re-building in the old style™ in the nine-
teenth century. Where such traces of history must be con-
served, reconstruction is totally out of place. Furthermore,
the monument that could be restored or renovated, or per-
haps stabilized and repaired, must not be demolished and
recreated as a reconstruction “more beautiful than before.”
But precisely this approach is being proposed daily. Thus
the negative attitude to reconstruction is based on recogni-
tion of a genuine danger to our stock of historic buildings
today, rather than merely on an aversion (found in preser-
vation theory since the turn of the century) to 19th century

“restoration” work and the disastrous damage it caused to
original historic fabric, particularly on medieval monuments,
through reconstruction trends based more or less on “sci-
entific” hypotheses a la Viollet-le-Duc (cf. his definition of
“restoration”, p. 12).

A reconstruction that does not replace a lost monument
but rather justifies and facilitates demolition of an existing
monument is in fact a deadly danger for our stock of historic
buildings. As far as “art objects™ are concerned, it is the un-
disputed opinion of the public that a reconstruction cannot
replace the original. but there is need of intensive public re-
lations work to convince this same public that an object that
is in use, such as Baroque church pews, similarly cannot be
replaced by a replica; this lack of understanding often also
applies o historic buildings. Thus, because of imagined or
actual constraints on their use, houses and commercial build-
ings in particular are threatened by demands for total renew-
al instead of repair, for demolition and reconstruction “in the
old form™ — preferably then of course with a basement that
never existed or with that inevitable underground garage. In
this context the concept of “reconstruction” generally any-
way refers only to the exterior, whereas the interior is reor-
ganized and floor levels revised so that the “reconstructed”
facade must be “lifted” because of an additional story, What
remains of the monument are perhaps a few building ele-
ments taken up in the new structure as a “compromise™ a
stone with a coat of arms, an arcade, etc.

A reconstruction on the site of an existing monument, ne-
cessitating removal of the original monument, can thus be
ruled out as a preservation solution. A modification of this
approach — dismantlement and re-building using the ex-
isting materials - also almost always leads to critical losses,
although it is technically conceivable with building elements
ol cut stone or wood that are not plastered and have no fill
materials. Log buildings can usually survive such a proce-
dure with limited loss, if the work is done with care and
expertise. With buildings of cut stone. the joints and the con-
nections to other building components are lost; the loss of
context is anyway a problem with every reconstruction that
incorporates existing elements. Buildings with in-fillings or
plastering, conglomerate structures, massive masonry, elc.
usually forfeit the greater part of their historic fabric in such
a project. Thus a reconstruction using existing material.
through dismantlement and reassembly. can be successful
only with very few objects. Prerequisites are preservation-
oriented preliminary investigations and an endangerment to
the existing object which cannot be countered by any other
means.

Despite the mentioned dangers. under certain conditions
reconstruction can be considered a legitimate preservation
method, as are conservation. restoration and renovation. In a
preservation context reconstruction generally is related to the
re-establishment of a state that has been lost (for whatever
reason), based on pictorial. written or material sources: it can
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range from completion of elements or partial reconstruction
to total reconstruction with or without incorporation of exist-
ing fragments. Within the framework of renovation projects
(cf. p.20/21) reconstruction of the original paint scheme —
for instance re-establishment of a room’s interior decoration
or repainting of an exterior according to the findings of color
research — can serve the overall aesthetic effect of the monu-
ment. The reconstruction of the historic fittings of a building,
appropriate only in well-justified situations, can also be seen
in this context, Finally, we should not forget that the historic
appearance of a building can be reconstructed in designs and
maodels to provide a very useful foundation for deliberations
on a conservation concept project although for good reasons
the reconstruction may not be turned into reality.

A necessary prerequisite for either a partial or a total re-
construction is always extensive source documentation on
the state that is to be reconstructed; nonetheless, a recon-
struction seldom proceeds without some hypotheses. One
of the criteria for the inscription of cultural properties in
UNESCO’s World Heritage List according to the Opera-
tional Guidelines of the Convention is that reconstruction is
only acceptable if it is carried out on the basis of complete
and detailed documentation on the original and to no extent
1o the conjecture. Thus, in connection with the inseription
of cultural properties in the World Heritage List reconstruc-
tions are not excluded, but they require a sound scientific
basis. The comments in article 9 of the Venice Charter are in
a sense also valid for reconstruction: The process of restora-
tion is q highly specialized operation. [t is ... based on re-
spect for original material and authentic documents. It must
stop at the point where confecture begins ...

The preceding discussion perhaps suggests that, although
reconstruction is not “forbidden™ and does not necessar-
ily represent a preservation “sin™ — the pros and cons must
nonetheless be very carefully weighed. Just as a recon-
structed completion that is based on insufficient evidence or
questionable hypotheses in fact falsifies a monument, so an
unverified “creative reconstruction™ cannot really restitute
a lost monument, not even formally — and certainly not in
its historical dimension. In addition there is often confusion
about the materials and the technical, skilled and artistic ex-
ecution of the lost original. Under some circumstances a re-
construction requires. in addition to a sound scientific basis,
execution in the eriginal forms and materials, necessitating
appropriate craftsmanship and artistic capabilities; of course
any extant historic fabric should be integrated to the greatest
extent possible. On principle, reconstructions that involve
an original that was unaltered are more easily justified than
reconstructions attempting to recreate an organic state that
evolved over the centuries and thus can hardly be “repro-
duced”.

In special cases a reconstruction may also be conceiv-
able in order to elucidate a fragmentary monument, to re-
establish the setting for extant fittings and decorative fea-
tures or significant building components. In this context the
roofing over of a masonry wall or other fragments through
reconstruction work can sometimes also have advantages in
terms of conservation, In order to tolerate this type of ap-
proach there must be no loss to the existing historic fabric,

for instance through the replacement of original foundations
or through other stabilization measures. Finally, a recon-
struction may be justified within a historic complex or in
a particularly uniform ensemble in which a gap (for what-
ever reason it has developed) reduces, impairs or disfigures
the ensemble. A prominent example is the reconstruction in
1908 of the Campanile of San Marco in Venice, after its sud-
den collapse, because it was an indispensable element of the
historic square.

In this context the rebuilding after catastrophes and
events of war must also be addressed. Quite independent of
preservation considerations, such rebuilding has seldom been
a process of totally new beginnings, even in past centuries
and millennia. For reasons of economy. a frugal handling of
available materials tended to pick up on what already ex-
isted; indeed this sometimes led to a “reconstructing” ap-
proach. A case in point is the cathedral of Orleans: destroyed
by the Huguenots, it was rebuilt throughout the 17th and
18th centuries in Gothic style. Rebuilding has dimensions
that mere reconstruction on a so-called scientific-intellectu-
al basis does not have. The rebuilding of totally or partly
destroyed historic buildings, in particular of monumental
buildings which visually embodied the history of a city ora
nation, can be an act of political self-assertion, in a certain
sense just as vital for the population as the “roof over one’s
head”. A prerequisite for rebuilding is of course the will to
rebuild on the part of the generation that still feels the hurt of
the losses. It is sometimes astomishing how structures that are
rebuilt out of this motivation close the gap rendered by the
catastrophe and are perceived as historic documents despite
the irreplaceable loss of original fabric. This is particularly
true if salvaged original fittings legitimize the rebuilding. It
is also amazing how a rebuilt monument not only can fulfill
its old function, but also can re-occupy the building’s old
position in history despite its mostly new fabric, for instance
in the case of the Goethe House in Frankfurt. On the historic
site of’its old foundations can a building also integrate as far
as possible the remnants of historic fabric that survived the
catastrophe, as well as any salvaged fittings and decorative
features. Besides, the rebuilt structure should represent the
state of the historic building before its destruction, if the true
intent of the rebuilding is to close the gap and not to embody
the break in tradition that the catastrophe has caused.

A special situation involves the rebuilding of a structure
in accordance with how it looked at an earlier time, as docu-
mented by architectural history research, rather than how it
appeared before destruction. In this approach the “mistakes”,
alteraiions and additions of later periods are purified, and
even salvaged fittings may be partly or completely sacrificed
to the new plan in order to bring out the “original appear-
ance” of the architecture once again. A process that is similar
to restoring a building back to an earlier state (cf. p. 20) this
approach to rebuilding is problematic from a preservation
standpoint and only justifiable in exceptional cases.

The history of rebuilding in Europe after the Second World
War — with the possibilities ranging from a totally new be-
ginning according to the rules of modern architecture to cas-
es in which reconstruction indeed duplicated the materials
and forms of buildings before their destruction — cannot be
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described here. Even as we mourn what was lost, as preser-
vationists we must now accept the different alternatives used
in rebuilding after the war. Indeed we must already look at
the results of rebuilding as historic evidence and admit that
the buildings that were more or less faithfully reconstructed
are the ones that have actually proved maost successful in the
long run: numerous rebuilt structures are now themselves
recorded in monument lists as authentic historic buildings;
even ifthey can never replace the partly or totally lost origi-
nals of the pre-war period they are a document for the time
of their reconstruction. Opposition to any kind of reconstruc-
tion in view of the many historic buildings in ruins quite
simply contradicted what had been the natural reaction over
centuries: the wish to re-establish the familiar surroundings
after a catastrophe, to put the usable materials together again

thus to reconstruct. This basic human concern was not on-
ly valid for rebuilding in the period right after the war, but
rather is equally true for rebuilding projects that for various
reasons first became possible decades later, as for example
the Church of Our Lady in Dresden. Beyond purely preser-
vation aspects, the critical factor is the motivation that is be-
hind the will to rebuild, marking the consciousness of loss:
under such circumstances the idea of a time frame in which
reconstruction is “still” allowed or “no longer” justifiable —
as is sometimes suggested — is not relevant,

Sensible handling of the subject of reconstruction re-
quires a correct understanding of monuments “in the full
richness of their authenticity™, as it says in the preamble
of the Venice Charter. According to the document agreed
upon at the Nara conference concerning authenticity (see
pp. 78/79), in the evaluation of a monument not only the
oft-evoked historic fabric but also additional factors ranging
from authentic form to authentic spirit play a role. The true
substance fetishist, with his “materialistic” understanding of
the monument, can only confirm a continual loss of authen-
tic fabric, given his perception of history as a one-way street
ol growth and decay; he can try to conserve the most recent
state of @ monument up io the bitter end. But the preserva-
tionist who, as a sort of lawyer for the historic heritage in
a world that is changing as never before, tries to preserve
at least a certain degree of continuity by saving historical
evidence must be conscious of all the authentic values of a
monument, including a “display” value that may be purely
aesthetically motivated or the often neglected “feeling” val-
ue that perhaps tends toward reconstructions of a particular
form or situation. In conjunction with the deep-felt human
concern that arises over rebuilding after catastrophes, there
is also always the additional issue of the perceptible pres-
ence of the past at the monument site, an issue that involves
more than extant or lost historic fabric.

Part of the context of reconstruction is the relocation of
monuments. In rare cases relocation can be possible tech-
nically without dismantling and rebuilding, for instance

with small structures such as a garden pavilion which can
be moved by inserting a plate underneath it. But with every
relocation the critical relationship of the monument to its en-
vironment and surroundings is lost, together with that part of
the building’s historic message which relates to its particular
location. In this context article 7 of the Venice Charter can
also to be applied to relocations: 4 monwment is inseparable
Jrom the history to which it bears witness and from the sei-
ting in which it occurs. The moving of all oy part of a monu-
ment cannol be allowed except where the safeguarding of
that monument demands it or where it is justified by national
or international interesis of paramount importance.

Thus from a preservation standpoint relocation is only
admissible if the monument can no longer be preserved
at its original location, if it cannot be protected in any other
manner, if its demalition cannot be prevented. This situation
becomes relevant not only in such cases as the removal of
historic buildings for brown coal mining or the flooding of
a village for a man-made lake, but also in the case of the ap-
proval of a new building on the site, regardless of why the
permission was granted. There is even some danger that the
mere possibility of the relocation of a monument to the next
open-air museum will be taken as an excuse for the sought-
after demolition. Tt is mostly rural houses and farm buildings
that are relocated, not only for open-air museums but also
out of private interests. The first requirement in such cases
is to ensure that the historic building, though removed from
its original surroundings, is at least re-erected in a compa-
rable topographical situation. In general relocation to a site
that is as close as possible to the original location and as
similar as possible to the original landscape situation is to
be preferred.

Ultimately, the crucial requirement for a relocation is that
the historic building can in fact be moved, i. e., that the orig-
inal fabrie (or at least the majority of the most essential com-
ponents) can be relocated. Thus for purely technical reasons
genuine relocations generally involve wooden buildings, in
particular building types that were relocated at times in past
centuries as well. The nature of their construction makes log
buildings particularly suited for dismantling, transport and
reconstruction. Under certain conditions buildings of cut
stone can be relocated, stone for stone and course for course.
In contrast the relocation of most other massive buildings is
usually pointless, since a plastered rubblework wall can at
best be rebuilt using parts of the original material. The same
principles that apply for the repair of other historic build-
ings — regarding the use of authentic materials, techniques of
craftsmanship and conservation treatments (cf, p.27 fT.) - are
also valid for the repairs and completions that are inevitably
necessary on a relocated building. Scientific documenta-
tion and recerding of the original condition of a building are
essential requirements for correct dismantling and rebuild-
ing.
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VIII. PRINCIPLES FOR THE CONSERVATION/PRESERVATION
OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE, HISTORIC AREAS
(ENSEMBLES) AND OTHER CATEGORIES OF MONUMENTS

AND SITES

The Venice Charter refers to all kinds of monuments and
sites, as defined for instance in article | of the World Herit-
age Convention of 1972 as cultural heritage (see p. 14). On
the basis of this Charter other charters and principles were
later developed for individual categories of monuments and
sites. The Venice Charter itself devoted an entire article to
only one classical monument category, namely to archaeo-
logical heritage (see article 15 on “Excavations™), for which
the ICOMOS General Assembly in Lausanne in 1990 rati-
fied the Charter for the Protection and Management of the
Archacological Heritage (see annex p. 75 ff.). For underwa-
ter archaeology this Charter was completed by the Charter
for the Protection and Management of Underwater Cultural
Heritage (see annex p. 83 ff\), which was ratified in 1996 by
the ICOMOS General Assembly in Sofia. In the following
no further reference will be made to the framework of under-
water archaeology described in detail in that Charter.

Archaeological Monuments and Sites

Archaeological monuments and sites are those parts of our
cultural heritage that are investigated using the methods of
archaeology; mostly hidden in the ground or underwater,
they are an irreplaceable source for thousands of years of hu-
man history. Archaeological heritage conservation is under-
stood here as a “safeguarding of traces™, and not as “treas-
ure-digging". A strict differentiation between archaeological
and architectural monuments does not always seem appro-
priate, since archaeological monuments in fact [requently
consist of the vestiges of buildings that are hidden under the
earth: structures of stone or wood, remnants of walls, col-
orations in the ground, etc. as well as the remains of their
former fittings. Indeed to a certain extent an archaeological
excavation can turn an archaeological monument back into
an architectural monument, for instance il the remains ol a
ruin within a castle complex are exposed and subsequently
must be conserved. On the other hand many architectural
monuments and even urban districts are simultaneously ar-
chaeological zones because of the underground remains of
predecessor buildings.

Since archacological monuments of different epochs are
hidden beneath the ground or under water, special survey,
excavalion and documentation methods have been devel-
oped to record and investigate them. Survey methods include
field inspections and the collection of materials which make
it possible to designate archaeological zones (topographical
archaeological survey), aerial photography, and the recently
developed geophysical survey methods (magnetometry).
These survey methods, which do not need to be described
here in any more detail, are already tied to the first basic

requirement, or principle, in the field of archaeological herit-
age preservation: A survey of the archaeological monuments
of a country using these methods must be carried out as ac-
curately and comprehensively as possible. As in all fields of
preservation, a survey of the existing stock is a prerequi-
site for its protection.

Of course the general principles of the Venice Charter are
also valid for the particular circumstances of archaeologi-
cal heritage preservation. Archaeological monuments and
sites should be preserved in situ and as intact as possible;
they must be maintained. conserved, and under certain cir-
cumstances restored. Article 15 of the Venice Charter deals
separately with archaeology: Excavations should be carried
oul in accordance with scientific standards and the recom-
mendation defining international principles to be applied in
the case of archaeological excavation adopted by UNESCO
in 1936. Ruins must be maintained and measures necessary

Jor the permanent conservation and protection of architec-

tural features and of objects discovered must be taken, Fur-
thermore, every means must be taken 1o facilitate the un-
derstanding of the monument and to reveal it without ever
distorting its meaning.

According to the above-mentioned UNESCO Recommen-
dation on International Principles Applicable to Archaeolog-
ical Excavations, passed by the General Conference in New
Delhi on 5 December 1956 (see annex pp. 50-53), the best
overall conditions for the protection of the archaeclogical
heritage call for the coordination and central documenta-
tion of excavations by the relevant public authority of each
counlry in conjunction with support of international col-
laboration; further, unauthorized digs and the illegal export
of objects taken from excavation sites should be prevented.
Particular value is placed on preservation of the findings
from excavations and their retention in central and regional
collections and muscums in the territory of the excavation,
or in collections directly connecied to important excava-
tion sites. However, the recommendation from 1956 does
not yet emphasize clearly enough that excavated findings,
just as fortuitous findings, are always only part of a monu-
ment which embodies multifaceted historical relationships;
the goal of modern preservation praclice as a comprehen-
sive “safeguarding of traces” is lo preserve this whole to
the greatest extent possible. But the long-antiquated idea
of archaeology as mere “treasure digging” even seems to
lurk behind the relevant paragraphs in some of our medern
monument protection laws,

Another critical criterion for the practice of modern ar-
chaeological heritage preservation is missing from the
recommendations of 1956: the differentiation between ex-
cavations carried out for purely scientific interests and the
unavoidahle emergency or salvage excavations which in
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many countries have become the rule because of threats to
archaeological monuments on a scale that was barely con-
ceivable in previous decades. It is not only private construc-
tion projects that are repeatedly causing destruction of un-
recognized archaeological monuments, but also a general
“upheaval of land” in the course of public works, gigantic
architectural and civil engineering projects, new transporta-
tion facilities, and especially intensive agricultural use with
its concomitant land erosion. At least in conjunction with
preservation projects involving historic buildings efforts can
be made to avert interventions in the ground; a typical
example would be leaving the “terra sancta™ under the floor
of a religious building untouched — ground which is almost
always of interest archaeologically but is often endangered
by installation of modern heating systems.

In light of the ubiquitous threats that force a profusion of
emergency excavation and salvage operations in many coun-
tries — in such numbers that they can hardly be executed ac-
cording to the strict scientific standards of modern archaco-
logical practice — the Charter for the Protection and Manage-
ment of the Archaeological Heritage (Charter of Lausanne,
see annex pp. 75-77) defines comprehensively for the first
time the conditions, goals and principles of archacological
preservation. The validity of the most important principle of
conservation — as far as possible monuments are to be pre-
served intact at their original site — for archaeological monu-
ments as well is emphasized in article 6 in particular: The
overall objective of archaeological heritage management
should be the preservation of monuments and sites in situ,
including proper long-term conservation and curation of all
related records and collections ete. Any transfer of elements
of the heritage to new locations represents a violation of the
principle of preserving the heritage in its original context,
This principle stresses the need for proper maintenance,
conservation and management. It also asserts the principle
that the archaeological heritage should not be exposed by
excavation or left exposed after excavation if provision for
its proper maintenance and management after excavation
cannot be guaranteed. The latter principle is well worth
heeding, considering the zeal — on an international level
with which archaeological sites are laid bare, only to be left
exposed to the disastrous effects of tourism without proper
maintenance, conservation and management.

The Charter of Lausanne also clearly differentiates be-
tween unavoidable emergency measures precipitated by
threats to 4 site and excavations undertaken for purely scien-
tific reasons; the latter can also serve other purposes such as
improvement of the presentation of an archaeological site.
According to article 5 Excavation showld be carried out on
sites and monuments threatened by development, land-use
change, looting or natural deterioration. When an archaeo-
logical site is doomed because all possible protective meas-
ures have failed or could not be implemented, then of course
its excavation must be as thorough and comprchensive as
possible. In comparison, excavations for purely scientific
purposes of archaeological evidence that is not endangered
must be justified in detail; these are explicitly designated as
exceptional cases in the Charter of Lausanne: In exception-
al cases, unthreatened sites may be excavated to elucidate

research problems or fo interpret them more effectively for
the purpose of presenting them to the public. In such cases
excavation must be preceded by thorough scientific evalu-
ation of the significance of the site. Excavation should be
partial, leaving a portion undisturbed for future research.
Thus interventions in archaeological sites which are not en-
dangered or which can be protected despite endangerment
by the available legal resources should be avoided as far as
possible, except for special cases in which specific scientific
problems are to be explored by excavations that are limited
to part of a site or a scientifically and didactically motivated
presentation area for visitors is to be developed. The pre-
requisite for these special-case excavations is always that
the exposed site can in fact be conserved and permanently
preserved. If the requirements for the continued maintenance
of an archaeological site are not met, then such “exposures”
can on principle not be justified.

The above-mentioned limitation on excavations of non-
endangered archaeological sites to those that can be war-
ranted not only under scientific but also under conservation
standpoints should anyway be an outcome of the most rea-
sonable application of limited resources: Owing to the inevi-
{able limitations of available resources, active maintenance
will have to be carried out on a selective basis, according
to article 6 of the Charter of Lausanne. Moreover, a crucial
reason for exercising the greatest possible restraint is the fact
that every excavation means destruction: As excavation al-
ways implies the necessity of making a selection of evidence
to be documented and preserved at the cost of losing other
information and possibly even the total destruction of the
monument, a decision to excavate should only be taken afier
thorough consideration (article 5). With excavations that are
motivated purely by research interests it is sometimes pos-
sible to limit interventions significantly when the objectives
can be met without employing the usual horizontal-strati-
graphic methods but rather by excavating a narrow field; for
instance one sector of a ring wall could yield all the neces-
sary information. In this way the archaeological monument
is mostly undisturbed and is preserved in situ, thus remain-
ing available for later investigations with improved scientific
methods. The UNESCO recommendation from 1956 had
already made a proposal in this sense: Each Member State
should consider maintaining untouched, partially or totally,
a certain number of archaeological sites of different periods
in order that their excavation may benefit from improved
techniques and morve advanced archaeological knowledge.
On each of the larger sites now being excavated, in so far as
the nature of the land permits, well defined “'witness "— areas
might be left unexcavated in several places in order to allow

Jfor eventual verification of the stratigraphy and archaeologi-

cal composition of the sire.

In this context the Charter of Lausanne also refers in arti-
cle 5 to an important basic principle that must be applied to
excavations of non-endangered sites, a principle that moreo-
ver encourages the use of non-destructive sampling methods
in place of total excavations: It must be an over-riding prin-
ciple that the gathering of information about the archaeo-
lagical heritage should not destroy any more archaeological
evidence than is necessary for the protectional or scientific
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objectives of the investigation. Non-destructive technigues,
aerial and ground survey, and sampling should therefore be
encouraged wherever passible, in preference to total exca-
vation.

The principles that are valid for preservation in general
also apply to the preservation of archaeclogical sites and
artifacts. The often very fragmentary condition of the ob-
jects makes it possible to limit work more to conservation
instead of restoration or renovation; completions are carried
out either sparingly or not at all. Other problems of repair
and rehabilitation which arise with architectural monumenits,
especially in conjunction with modern uses of historic struc-
tures, are largely unimportant in archaeological heritage
management. When the completion of an authentic fragment
appears to be appropriate, the work should be distinguish-
able, for instance by means of a dividing joint or layer or by
a different format in the brick. Additional layers of masonry,
for instance to make the ground plan of an early medieval
church visible once again, can also serve as protection for
the original foundations that were discovered through ex-
cavation; however they should not replace the originals. In
fact some excavation sites with their neglected, gradually
disintegrating remnants of walls would indeed be much bet-
ter off if they were concealed once again under a protective
layer of earth,

Archaeological monuments are often presented to the visi-
tor as “visible history” with the help of partial or total recon-
structions, a legitimate approach as long as history is not
falsified and the original remnants - the actual monument
are not removed. Indeed in some circumstances reconstruc-
tions, which always should remain recognizable as such, can
be erected at another location so that they do not endanger
the existing remains. In this context article 7 of the Char-
ter of Lausanne states Reconsfruciions serve two important
Sunctions: experimental research and interpretation. They
should, however, be carried out with great caution, so as
to avoid disturbing any surviving archaeological evidence,
and they should take account of evidence from all sources in
order to achieve authenticity. Where possible and appropri-
ate, reconstructions should not be built immediately on the
archaeological remains, and should be identifiable as such.

A special variant of reconstruction, anastylosis, a method
developed in the field of classical archaeology but also appli-
cable for partially destroyed monuments of later epochs (cf.
p. 30) is referred to in article 15 of the Venice Charter; 4/
reconstruction work should however be ruled out a priori.
Only anastylosis, that is to say. the reassembling of exist-
ing but dismembered parts, can be permitted. The material
used for integration should always be recognisable and its
use should be the least that will ensure the conservation of
a monument and the reinstatement of its form. According
to this method the fragments of an ashlar stone building —
for instance a Greek temple — found on or in the ground
could be put together again; the original configuration is
determined from the site and from traces of workmanship,
from peg holes, etc. If extant, the original foundations are
used in situ, Such a re-erection demands preliminary work
in building research; an inventory of all the extant building
components, which must be analyzed and measured exactly,

results in a reconstruction drawing with as few gaps as pos-
sible so that mistakes with the anastylosis can be avoided. A
technical plan must also be worked out to preclude damage
during re-erection and to address all aspects of conservation,
including the effect of weathering. Finally, the didactic plan
for an anastylosis must be discussed, with concern also be-
ing given to future use by tourists.

In order to be able to show original fragments — a capital,
part of an entablature, a gable, etc. — on their original location
and in their original context as part of an anastylosis, there
is of course a need for more or less extensive provisional
structures. The fragments in an anastylosis should only be
conserved and presented as originals: they are not completed
as in a restoration or embedded in a partial or complete re-
construction, The limits of anastylosis are reached when the
original fragments are too sparse and would appear on the
auxiliary structure as a sort of “decoration”. Anastylosis, an
approach which can indeed serve to protect original material
in certain circumstances, also illustrates the special role of
the fragment in archaeological heritage preservation.

Finally reference must be made again to the necessity of
a comprehensive record and inventory of archaeologi-
cal monuments as a basic requirement of archaeologi-
cal heritage preservation, expounded in article 4 of the
Charter of Lausanne: The protection of the archaeological
heritage must be based upon the fillest possible knowledge
of its extent and nature. General survey of archaeological
resources Is therefore an essential working tool in develop-
ing strategies for the protection of the archaeological herit-
age. Conseguently archaeological survey should be a basic
obligation in the protection and management of the archaeo-
logical heritage. According to article 5 this should include
appropriate reports on the results of archaeological excava-
tions: A report conforming to an agreed standard should be
made available to the scientific community and should be
incorporated in the velevant inventory within a reasonable
period after the conclusion of the excavation — quite an un-
derstandable wish given the many scientific reports that do
not appear within a “reasonable period” but are very long
in coming. Moreover, because of the almost unavoidable
profusion of emergency and salvage excavations with their
immense “publication debts” and the excessive stockpile of
artifacts, it has to be clear that it is now more important than
ever to protect our archaeological monuments from interven-
tion. In the final analysis an excavation without a subsequent
scholarly publication and without conservation of the find-
ings is totally useless.

The importance of comprehensive documentation and sci-
entific publication of all work undertaken in archaeclogical
heritage management must be emphasized again and again.
Documentation and publication are absolutely essential be-
cause every excavation is in fact an irreversible intervention
that partially or totally destroys the archaeological monu-
ment; indeed in many cases after completion of an excava-
tion the monument, apart from the artifacts, exists only in the
form of a scientific description and analysis, and no longer
in the form of undisturbed historic fabric. From this situa-
tion comes the principle: no excavation without scientific
documentation. In a certain sense the scholarly publication,
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which conveys all the phases of work and thus makes the
archaeological monument virtually re-constructible in con-
junction with the salvaged artifacts, has to replace the origi-
nal monument. The documentation for an excavation must
include all the overlapping layers from various epochs and
different building phases; all traces of history must be given
serious consideration. A particular historic layer should not
be studied and others neglected in the documentation; for in-
stance the classical archaeologist cannot heedlessly remove
Byzantine remains or the prehistoric archaeologist neglect
the remains from medieval times that would be of interest to
an archaeologist of the Middle Ages.

The obvious care that must be given to conservation of
the excavated artifacts from all historical epochs must also
be seen in this context. The conservation of archaeological
findings — the reassembling of ceramic shards, the preser-
vation of wooden materials found in the damp earth or of
a practically unrecognizably rusted metal artifact which
would rapidly and completely decay without conservation
treatment — is also a prerequisite for correct publication of
the excavation. Subsequently, after their scientific treatment,
groups of artifacts that belong together should not be unnec-
essarily split up and distributed among various collections,
but rather should be housed in a nearby museum of the par-
ticular region so that the crucial relationship to the original
monument site is at least to some extent preserved.

Historic Areas (Ensembles)

The Venice Charter defines monuments and sites in the
widest sense and refers explicitly not only to the individual
monument but also to its surroundings: It says in article |
The concept of a historic monument embraces not only the
single architectural work but also the urban or rural set-
ring..., which together with article 6 (Wherever the tradi-
tional setting exists it must be kept) can be understood as
a reference to a certain ensemble protection. In the Venice
Charter ensemble protection did not yet play the decisive
role which it received in the theory of conservation/preserva-
tion in connection with the European Heritage Year of 1975.
Furthermore, there is article 14 on “Historic Sites™ which
points out that when it comes to conservation and restoration
the same articles of the Venice Charter apply as for single
monuments: The sites of monuments must be the obfect of
special care in order to safeguard their integrity and en-
sure that they are cleared and presented in a seemly man-
ner. The work of conservation and restoration carried out
in such places should be inspived by the principles set forth
in the foregoing articles. Here with “sites of monuments”
not only archaeological sites are meant, but also groups of
buildings, ensembles, small and large historic areas, historic
villages and towns. The fact that the authors of the Venice

Charter were very much aware of the problem concerning
historic centers is shown by the “Motion concemning protec-
tion and rehabilitation of historic centres™ adopted in 1964
by the same International Congress of Architects and Tech-
nicians of Historic Monuments. However, in view of the
sparse reference in the Charter to this important category
of monuments and sites the Charter for the Conservation of
Historic Towns and Urban Areas (Washington Charter [987,
see pp. 73/74), adopted by the ICOMOS General Assembly
in Washington, was meant to be understood as a necessary
step for the protection, conservation and restoration of such
towns and areas as well as their development and harmoni-
ous adaptation to contemporary life. For the rest, in addi-
tion to these brief directions to the very far-reaching topic
of historic areas and ensembles in connection with urban
conservation / preservation in general one can only refer to
further international papers, especially to the UNESCO Rec-
ommendation Concerning the Safeguarding and Contempo-
rary Role of Historic Areas (Warsaw / Nairobi 1976, see an-
nex pp. 63-69); furthermore, the discussion of the topic of
Historic Urban Landscape (HUL), which is meant to result
in a revised UNESCO Recommendation (see Observations,
annex pp. 98—100) and the Xi’an Declaration on the Conser-
vation of the Setting of Heritage Structures, sites and Areas
of 2005 (see annex pp. 95-97).

Other Categories of Monuments
and Sites

As another necessary addendum regarding categories of
monuments not expressly mentioned in the Venice Char-
ter has to be understood the Florence Charter of 1981 (see
annex p. 70ff.) on the preservation of historic gardens: As
monument, the historic garden must be preserved in accord-
ance with the spirit of the Venice Charter. However, since it
is a living monument, its preservation must be governed by
specific rules which are the subject of the present charter
(Florence Charter, article 3). The Charter on the Built Ver-
nacular Heritage (see annex p. 86) ratified by the ICOMOS
General Assembly in Mexico in 1999 is also to be under-
stood as an addition to the Venice Charter. The ICOMOS
Charter on Cultural Routes (see annex pp. 101-106) ratified
by the General Assembly in Quebec in 2008 has also opened
up new perspectives for the protection and preservation
of this special category of monuments and sites. In the
years to come we can expect from [COMOS and its Interna-
tional Scientific Committees charters, principles and guide-
lines on further topics, perhaps also on the current topic of
“Modern Heritage”, the heritage of the 20th century, the
documentation and preservation of which are highly de-
manding.
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IX. THE OPTION OF REVERSIBILITY

The term reversibility, not mentioned even once in the Char-
ter of Venice, has in the meantime become common in con-
nection with conservation/restoration/renovation issues and
the conservation/preservation measures of all kinds men-
tioned in the preceding chapters. Of course, our monuments
with all their later changes and additions which indeed are to
be accepted on principle as part of the historic fabric are the
result of irreversible historic processes. Their “age value™ is
also the result of more or less irreversible aging processes.
It can hardly be a question of keeping there “natural” aging
processes (catchword “patina™) reversible, of rejuvenizing
the monument, of returning it to that “original splendor” that
is so fondly cited after restorations. Rather it is only a ques-
tion of arresting more or less “unnatural” decay (for example
the effects of general environmental pollution), of warding
off dangers, and simply of keeping all interventions that are
for particular reasons necessary or unavoidable as “revers-
ible™” as possible. “Reversibility” in preservation work as
the option of being able to reestablish — in as unlimited a
manner as possible — the previous condition means deciding
in favor of “more harmless” (sometimes also simply more
intelligent) solutions and avoiding irreversible interventions
which often end with an irreversible loss of the monument
as a historic document.

In this sense we can speak of a reversibility option within
the context of several principles of modem preservation laid
down in the Charter of Venice. Regarding the maintenance
of monuments there are measures that must be repeated con-
stantly and thus to a certain degree are reversible. It can be
assumed that a certain degree of reversibility is guaranteed
regarding repair measures as well, if the important principle
of repairs using traditional materials and techniques is ob-
served, For instance in case of repairs that become necessary
again in the future or in connection with use-related changes,
repair work that is limited to the strictly necessary is more
likely to be reversible than would be the renewal of entire
components using the arsenal of modern materials and tech-
niques. This is not to mention the fact that a historic building,
rehabilitated “from top to bottom”, for which every princi-
ple of repair has been disregarded, can completely loose ils
significance as historic evidence without demolition taking
place. Insofar as traditional repairs are limited to the replace-
ment of worn-out old materials with new materials only on
truly damaged places, the reversibility option refers essen-
tially to preservation of the “ability to be repaired” (repeated
“reparability”). In this sense the replacement of stones by
the cathedral stonemason workshops, seen as “continuous
repair” (cf. p.27), can be understood as a “reversible” meas-
ure (insofar as it keeps its orientation to the existing forms,
materials and craftsmanship), although the continuous loss
of material is naturally an irreversible process.

The principle of reversibility will also be very helpful in
judging a rehabilitation measure. For instance, the partition
wall necessary for use of a building can be “reversibly™ in-
serted as a light construction without massive intervention

in the wall and ceiling, and thus could be removed during
future alterations without difficulty. The same applies to
certain necessary interior fittings in historic spaces (for ex-
ample sanitary modules) that also can be made reversible
like a “piece of furniture™. In this context the preservation-
ist must always pose critical questions: why must a roofing
structure be converted into a “coffin lid” of concrete that
burdens the entire structural system of a building, why is the
entire foundation of a church to be replaced irreversibly in
concrete? Is this intrusion in the historic fabric from above
or below really necessary for preservation of the building?
Is there not a much simpler, less radical, perhaps also essen-
tially more intelligent solution? From a larger perspective
the new building which accommodates itself within a gap in
the property lots of an old town undergoing urban rehabilita-
tion — a modest solution reduced to the necessary — will also
appear more reversible than a structure such as a parking
building or a high-rise that irrevocably breaks up the urban
structure by extending over property lots, causing damages
that from a preservation standpoint can hardly ever be made
good again,

Also in the field of modern safety technology (technology
that for conservation reasons is indispensable for the pres-
ervation of materials and structures), where interventions
such as fastenings, nailings, static auxiliary structures, etc.
are often “invisible” but nonetheless serious, the principle of
reversibility can be introduced at least as a goal in the sense
of a more or less reversible intervention, for example an aux-
iliary construction, removable in the future, which relieves
historic exterior masonry walls or an old roof structure. The
issue of more or less reversibility will naturally also play
a role in the weighing of advantages and disadvantages of
purely craftsman-like repairs as opposed to modern safety
techniques, quite apart from the questions of costs, long-
term effects, ete. For example, is the consolidation of a sand-
stone figure using a silica acid ester dip or an acryl resin full
impregnation simply unavoidable because there is no other
alternative or, instead of adhering to a — more or less — hy-
pothetical “reversibility” should we talk here about various
degrees of “compatibility™. In the case of a compatible (that
is, adapted in its nature to the original material) “nondamag-
ing” substitute that serves to stabilize and supplement when
used in conservation or restorations work, we can at any rate
more likely assume that this material can to a certain degree
be employed “reversibly”,

With all conservation measures on a work of art - stabili-
zation of the paint layers on a panel painting, consalidation
of a worm-infested wooden sculpture, ete. — the materials
that are introduced should at least be examined regarding
their relative reversibility; sometimes a cautious “bringing-it-
through™ with interventions that are perhaps less permanent
but to a certain degree reversible should be given preference.
This would also depend on the use of materials for which
a kind of “antidote”, in the sense of the reversibility of the
procedure, is always held in readiness. Thus if the surface of
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a monument possesses several “finishes”, we must be con-
scious that every “re-exposure” of an older finish means the
— irreversible — removal of a younger but likewise “historic™
finish; that re-exposure is not in fact a foregone conclusion
but rather is only justified after a comprehensive analysis
which favors it as having “great historic, archaeological or
aesthetic value™, as the Charter of Venice says. Even such a
“harmless” measure as the removal of a vellowed varnish
layer, which in the sense of a cyclic renewal may seem to be
“reversible™ because vamish is replaced again and again by
varnish can be connected with irrcversible damages to the
paint layer. The demand for reversibility is valid moreover
for many restorative additions. With appropriately cautious
treatment of the transition “‘seam” between the new and the
historic fabric, we can speak here of an almost complete re-
versibility, for instance the closure of a gap in a painting
using watercolor retouching that can easily be removed. Just
as we can speak about reversibility in the sense of “ability
to be repaired again” (see p.28) here we are concerned with
the option of being able to conserve or restore again with as
little damage as possible.

It is no coincidence that the “reversibility debate™ was
inaugurated primarily in the literature on the restoration of
paintings: presumably painting restorers have always been
vexed by the irreversible interventions of their colleagues in
the near and distant past. But even if restoration history is in
many cases a downright alarming process, it does not allow
itself to be reversed in the sense of a “de-restoration”. The
restorer will hopefully be careful about removing retouch-
ings and additions that already are a part of the “historic
fabric™ as if they had been applied earlier as “reversibly™ as
we can expect today from such a work — work which should
at least be left open for possible corrections by future col-
leagues who are perhaps equipped with better technical pos-
sibilities and new knowledge. In addition to the reversibil-
ity option suggested for conservation and restoration work,
this approach can eventually also be helpful in renovations.

Renovations — of surfaces — are perhaps the sole means not
only to pass down the architectural appearance of a monu-
ment but also to conserve the surviving historic fabric under
a new “‘wearing course” as it were — provided that this wear-
ing course (for instance a new coat of paint according to his-
toric evidence) is reversible; that is a renewed re-exposure of
the original would be just as possible as renewed renovation
(the ability to be renovated again).

Even where the principle of reversibility is legitimately
brought into play, it is never a matter of a total reversibility
but rather of reversibility options, of a more or less genuine
reversibility, il the work is not absolutely irreversible but
rather remains “to a certain degree™ reversible. Thus there
is a clear discrepancy between theoretically conceivable and
practically realizable reversibility. A very helpful aim for
preservation practice seems to be in this context the possibil-
ity of repeating certain measures, thus the already mentioned
ability to repair again, to conserve again, to restore again, to
renovate again, to add again: @ monument that is to survive
the coming centuries in spite of its increasing “age value” is
never repaired and restored “once and for all”, as one must
sometimes fear given the wild perfectionism of our time,
which naturally hasn’t skirted the field of preservation.

Finally. the issue of reversibility is naturally to be sub-
ordinated, as are other preservation principles as well, to
the principle of conservation as the highest tenet; in other
words, in preservalion there must also be deliberate or una-
voidable irreversibility, the irreversible intervention as the
only possibility for preserving a monument. However, deci-
sions for reversible or irreversible measures naturally pre-
suppose thorough preliminary investigations; investigations
involving restoration findings as well as building research,
the “art” of which should be to manage themselves with in-
terventions which are as slight as possible. Moreover, these
investigations should actually be repeatable in the future on
the object, in order to be able to control results and eventu-
ally to make corrections.
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X. CONSERVATION POLITICS IN A CHANGING WORLD

Today for the conservation and restoration of historic build-
ings we have an almost inexhaustible arsenal of materials
and techniques at our command: there are countless oppor-
tunities and challenges, we are equipped not only with docu-
mentation methods that range from exact measurements to
virtual reconstructions of every state of a building but also
with highly developed conservation and stabilization tech-
niques for the most varied types of materials and structures.
Naturally this is an arsenal that will be tested further and de-
veloped continuously in coming decades. Given the complex
tasks in the field of conservation this development will also
include a corresponding diversity in participating profes-
sions: not only architects, art historians, archaeologists and
restorers, but also various natural scientists such as geolo-
gists or mineralogists, not to forget anthropologists, lawyers
ete. But in spite of the accomplishments of a *“‘science™-ori-
ented conservation profession, in which work is scientifical-
ly justified, prepared, carried out and documented, we must
be aware that in the majority of cases it is traditional main-
tenance measures and traditional skilled repairs using tra-
ditional materials and technigues that are most appropriate,
since in fact our basic concern, the preservation of authentic
historical evidence, is often better served by limitation of
waork to the truly necessary.

From the perspective of ever-increasing worldwide ex-
changes of experience we will continue to give careful
consideration to how we can avoid further destruction and
best achieve our objective. And in the often desperate bat-
tle against destruction of the historic heritage global con-
servation practice will have to refer to the authentic spirit
of monuments as described in the Nara Document of 1994,
an authentic spirit that is not only found in ,historic fabric®
but also is expressed in form and design, in the historic lo-
cation and setting and in the historic function (compare pp.
15-16). This has consequences not only for the principles of
conservation that are relevant in the particular case, but also
for the politics of conservation, for which different nations
and regions may set different emphases in accordance with
cultural diversity.

Today. monument protection and conservation are or at
least should be a part of the self-image of every community,
of every state party claiming to be a cultural state. There is
no longer concern only with a comparatively limited number
of *art and history monuments”™ which the so-called *mod-
ern cult of monuments™ had in mind one hundred vears ago,
but rather — and this is perhaps the most important conse-
quence of the definition of “monuments” in protection laws
around the world — there is an attempt to give consideration
to the entire wealth of monuments and sites that contribute
to our understanding of the history of a pluralistic society. In
Germany there are now supposedly almost a million listed
historic buildings, plus historic districts {(ensembles) and
building complexes that encompass an even greater number
of structures. On average, however, only about 3% of the

current building stock is under monument protection, since
in the 20th century, and particularly in the period since the
Second World War, more “building mass™ has been produced
than in all the centuries before.

Dealings with monuments, real “objects of remembrance”,
have their particular appeal in a world that is increasingly
determined by virtual experiences. In a world civilization
in transition from an industrial society to a communica-
tion society, where everything is becoming banal and the
same under the heading of giobalization, conservation will
also experience positive impulses which could have an ef-
fect on cultural politics. The global outlook opens up new
opportunities for global conservation politics. Thus in the
future we hope for a greater number of serious initiatives
for the protection and conservation of monuments and sites
on a worldwide level, and we expect more international ex-
changes of experience in practical issues of conservation /
preservation.

Reflecting the role of monument conservation in the wide
field of cultural politics one tends to forget that conservation
is not only an important “school of architecture™ especially
for the treatment and use of traditional materials and tech-
niques, but at the same time it is a challenge for new archi-
tectural and artistic developments. After all, conservation in
the way it has developed since the 19th century has always
been in close interrelation to the “modem™ architecture of the
time (see p. 12). However, since a certain “crisis” of modern
architecture at the end of the post-war building boom and
with the so-called “post-modern™ architecture when any-
thing seemed to be allowed once again (“anything goes™),
the interrelation between conservation of monuments and
sites and new architecture seemed once more fundamentally
changed. To the horror of some colleagues it could even be
stated that monument conservation itself has always been,
so-to-speak, ““post-modern”™ in dealing with the cultural her-
itage of all ages, monument conservation therefore being a
kind of avant-garde in an “age”™ of Post-Modernism, which
in certain expressions of its architectural language has in the
meantime itself become history. At the beginning of the 21%
century it is at least noticeable that compared with former
decades modern architecture and town planning have far
more possibilities to carefully integrate monuments and his-
toric urban contexts. In the sense of a new “repair society”
there is even a tendency to mitigate the destructive effects
of brutal building projects. On the other hand, it cannot be
denied that the strategy practised so [ar of constant re-
newal of large parts of the built environment is becoming
more questionable, anyway. In the sense of the justly de-
manded ideal of a sustainable development it is very likely
that, independently of questions of conservation/ preserva-
tion and merely for ecological and economic reasons to-
morrow's society will simply no longer be able to afford
the extensive replacement of everything that has been built
in previous centuries. Now already one of the main tasks



40 X. CONSERVATIONIN A CHANGING WORLD

of urban renewal is to repair and re-use existing buildings.

The special role of conservation in relation to trends in
modern architecture as sketched here shows that in the fu-
ture monument protection and conservation will be viewed
not only from the perspective of cultural politics but also
from environmental, economic and socio-political perspec-
tives. The considerable economic significance of monument
protection, maintenance and conservation/restoration is still
underestimated. On the one hand it needs to be stated that
the maintenance and repair of historic buildings and districts
requires appropriate skilled workmanship, and thus also en-
sures jobs for the future; masons, carpenters, joiners, etc,
with their traditional skills are needed. On the other hand
historical architecture is of considerable importance for the
“image” of a place, for the inhabitants just as much as for
visitors from other countries. This is the reason for the rel-
evance of conservation for the tourist industry, which uses
and markets monuments as “attractions”,— in some countries
tourism even seems to be the only incentive for a kind of
monument protection politics. Here we could ask if the glo-
bally operating tourist industry in particular should promote
not only the (sometimes destructive) use of the cultural her-
itage but also its preservation. Under these circumstances
it has so far been a disappointment that, despite the many
assurances at countless conferences on the theme of tour-
ism and preservation, there is a lack of commitment by the
tourism industry, which by now with its sales in the billions
is the most important branch of industry world-wide. In
many cases the tourism industry exploits the cultural her-
itage through over-use that is sometimes ruinous, but does
not render any serious financial contribution to the protec-
tion and preservation of the cultural heritage. On the other
hand, a community-based soft tourism naturally could have
its positive effect on preservation. But the consequences of
mass tourism, to which entire cultural landscapes have fallen
victim over the last decades, are all too evident.

Future “politics of conservation™ should not only be de-
termined from the perspective of cultural and economic
politics. In order to be successful it must also be accepted
and supported by society. In this context the often neglect-
ed emotional basis of conservation quite definitely plays a
role; an emotional concern by society for the historic herit-
age which, thanks in part to the mass media with its gener-
ally very positive reporting on conservation issues in recent
years, must be reckoned with by anyone who desires to dis-
figure, remove or destroy monuments, for whatever reason,
Perhaps in the past we have not been sufficiently interested
in certain values in our field that are more difficult to define
in a positivistic sense, such as spirit and feeling. “Monument
feeling™ has to do with the aesthetic dimension, in the sense
of enthusiasm for a work of art; as a “breath of history” it
has to do with the historic dimension, beyond a striet his-
torical or scientific understanding of conservation criteria. Is
this monument feeling different at the beginning of the 21%
century? 100 years ago, particularly in Europe, national feel-
ing, the pride in one’s national history was considered as a
mainspring for conservation. In his “Modern Cult of Monu-
ments” published in 1903 Alois Riegl, the famous Austrian
conservator, linked this monument feeling to his central con-

cept of “age-value™ expressed in traces of ephemerality. If
Riegl’s age-value has been connected with a certain longing
for death — the 1900 fin de siécle idea of “letting things pass
away in beauty” — in contrast now, at the beginning of the
21% century, a kind of longing for survival can be identified
as an essential mainspring for our new “cult of monuments™:
an attempt to preserve memory in a world that is changing
as never before.

Going beyond issues of cultural and economic politics,
from our current perspective it is a self-evident, fundamen-
tal prerequisite in our field that the politics of conservation
be viewed within the framework of a general environmen-
tal policy; conservation politics cannot be separated from
environmental-political issues. Instead of going into detail
here concerning the diverse connections between monument
protection and environmental protection, a reference to the
subject of air pollution and its horrible effects on monument
fabric of stone, glass or metal will suffice. The aspect of a
general environmental protection which aims at saving not
only the natural environment but also the environment cre-
ated by man in the course of his history — that means our
“cultural heritage” including monuments and sites — is con-
fronting all actors in conservation/ preservations with new
tasks. These tasks require much more than a consistent ap-
plication of conservation methods and lechnologies, gen-
eral "managing” and a smooth handling of administrative
matters. We need new initiatives in the future, initiatives
supported by society to combat the worldwide advancement
of environmental destruction on a gigantic scale, and it can
only be hoped that the dramatic consequences of global cli-
mate change will finally force the international community
to fight together against the impending disasters (compare
a series of articles in Heritage ar Risk 2006/2007, pp. 192—
227).

Recognizing that such developments gravely threaten fu-
ture generations, already the United Nations conference in
Rio de Janeiro in 1992 agreed upon an action program for
the 21% century, the so-called AGENDA 21, which formu-
lates objectives and guidelines for politics and economics:
the model for sustainable development. The programmatic
demand for a unity of ecological, social, economic and cul-
tural goals also opens new perspectives for conservation-
ists and frees up the practice of conservation from a certain
isolation that is sometimes perhaps too anxiously and dog-
matically cultivated by professionals in our field. Conserva-
tion of historic buildings and ensembles together with their
“setting”, the natural or built environment in fact can offer
crucial contributions to the medel of sustainable develop-
ment. As an alternative to the short cycles of demolition and
construction that are usual today — and in the long-run rep-
resent an intolerable burden on our environment because of
the materials that must be disposed of — historic building
fabric in general proves to be comparatively long-lived. Be-
sides, historic buildings usually consist of relatively solid
building materials that are even “ecological” from today’s
perspective, among them structures that have survived over
centuries: our historic building stock as an important “re-
source”, Monuments serve as examples of the sustainability
of products: “Five Hundred Year Guarantee” was the title of
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an exhibition on the subject of conservation and examples of
sustainable development range from wooden windows that
can be repaired again and again to entire urban ensembles.
Conservation of monuments and sites as a trailblazer for
the future? Regardless of how conservation politics might
change in the future under perhaps quite different economic
and social circumstances we can state that conservation of

monuments and sites, a theme which was only peripheral
during much of the 20th century, has become, in a surpris-
ingly short period since the mid-1970s, an issue of public
concern in many countries, an issue that has broad general
support and receives much attention from the media: monu-
ment protection and conservation not as a fashionable trend,
but as a general political concern.
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