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Abstract:This article examines the question of authenticity from the Venice Charter to the Nara Document,

through the experience of Belgian art historian Raymond Lemaire (1921-1997). First Secretary General and

second President of ICOMOS, his archives, kept at the University of Louvain, conserve many unpublished

sources concerning international debates from the 1960s to the 1990s. The drafting of the Venice Charter and

the Nara Document, two documents for which he acted as rapporteur, are documented, as are the attempts to

revise the Venice Charter in the 1970s. These records shed light on little-known aspects of these processes and

add to our knowledge of these two key references in the history of heritage. They highlight the human factor in

the construction of international documents of principle, warning us not to regard them as universal, immutable

statements.
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Introduction

Over the decades, both the Venice Charter (1964)
and the Nara Document on Authenticity(1994)
have given rise to numerous publications. The
roots and context of the Venice Charter [ 1.2] jtg
draftingl®e34  reception [¢&3671 and aborted
revisions®! have been the subject of much
research!®l. Each of its ten-year anniversaries has
seen the organization of meetings and colloquia,
providing opportunities for discussions and
questioning the relevance of the document in the
face of changes in the notion of heritage, the
globalization of debates, or the new challenges
summed up today in the objectives of sustainable
development'. Although more recent, the Nara
Document on Authenticity has also attracted the
attention of researchers, who have examined its
drafting ['%, interpretation and influences ['!l. This
article looks at the evolution of the question of
authenticity through the experience of one of the
protagonists in the drafting of both documents:

Belgian art historian Raymond M. Lemaire

1. e.g.,in 1995 in Naples, Italy (La Carta di Venezia, trenta anni dopo); in 2004 in Budapest-Pécs, Hungary (The Venice Charter 1964 - 2004 - 2044?

The Fortieth Anniversary); in 2014 in Philadelphia, USA (The Venice Charter at Fifty) and in 2024 in Lisbon, Portugal (The Venice Charter

Reloaded); Florence, Italy (1964-2024 The Venice Charter. Theoretical reflections and operating practices in the restoration project); and Ouro Preto,

Brazil (Revisiting the Venice Charter: Critical Perspectives and Contemporary Challenges).

@ 0 1995 FFLERAFIMAEG C “ EEHER) , =THF”7 D 5 2004 FFLEQFFAALMY—MZT C“ (FIBHER) 1964—2004
—2044 PUJEFELE” D 5 2014 SFAERE RN ( GREIER) FHEE” ) 5 2024 FAEM & T BIA (“ (e s) =R L5,
BRI ZEEE ( “1964—2024 (BUBHIEH) « BETBIH PHMGBSRIFELEK” ) DREEREEFR ( “@Hil (BENER) -

HOAPERLA 5 S ACHER )
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(1921-1997). Rapporteur for the drafting of the
Venice Charter in 1964, and author of the French
version of the Nara Document on Authenticity
thirty years later, Lemaire was the first Secretary
General (1965-1975) and second President of
ICOMOS (1975-1981). As such, he was closely
involved in the evolution of heritage principles
and practices during these decades of expansion
of the notion of heritage and globalization of
debates. His archives provide a behind-the-scenes
look at these developments and show that, far
from being documents of universal truth, the sets
of principle on which our reflections are based are
more a matter of tinkering in search of an

impossible consensus.

1. Authenticity and the Venice Charter

R.M. Lemaire’s archives enable to retrace part of
the process of writing the Venice Charter, based
on several drafts written during the congress, and
exchanges of correspondence in the months that
followed, during which Lemaire was responsible
for finalizing the document. From these archives,
combined with those of Piero Gazzola and
Roberto Pane and a few letters conserved at
ICCROM, it emerges that the text was mainly
drafted by four people: Lemaire, playing the role
of rapporteur, Paul Philippot, a Belgian art
historian, then deputy director of ICCROM, the
Italian architect Piero Gazzola, secretary general
of the congress, and the French architect Jean
Sonnier [, According to the same sources, the
main references for the document were the
conclusions of the Athens Conference (1931) 3],
a critical rereading by Roberto Pane and Piero
Gazzolal'¥ of the Italian Restoration Charter
(1932) and a document written by R. M. Lemaire
in the early 1960s for the Belgian Royal
Commission for Monuments and Sites!!’. Of
course, they were not the only ones. The theory of

Cesare Brandi %), of which Philippot was a close

® WHVE: T “monument” X —BESHIFFIATE, KR T S UCRINUIGSE & 218 B2 E M IESL, A HEREREN “28m” .
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collaborator, and the general report of the first
session of the congress, prepared in advance by
Lemaire and compiling the interventions of the
lecturers on questions of doctrine ['7], also played
an important role in the process.

Although the term ‘authenticity’ appeared in a
number of European theoretical texts on historic
monuments as early as the beginning of the
twentieth century '8, it was absent from the
conclusions of the Athens Conference ['”! and the
Italian Restoration Charter %, two important
sources of the Venice Charter. In 1957, at the
First International Congress of Architects and
Technicians of Historical Monuments in Paris,
authenticity appeared in a resolution of the fourth
session as one of the characteristics of a
monument to be preserved, together with
historicity, beauty and ‘sentimental archaeology’
(211 But the conference, which was even less
international than the one in Athens 26 years
earlier, didn’t lead to the adoption of any charter.
So it was not until the Venice Charter in 1964 that
authenticity was explicitly inscribed in an
international document. The term was present
from the first draft, without being defined, in the
preamble and article 9.

In article 9, the term ‘authentic’ does not actually
apply to the monuments themselves, but rather to
the documents on which their restoration must be
based: ‘Its aim is to preserve and reveal the
aesthetic and historic value of the monument and
is based on respect for original material and
authentic documents’. Previous research has
highlighted the obvious similarity between the
content and wording of this article — originally in
French — and article B9 of the document drafted
by Lemaire in the early 1960s ?2I: ‘Respect for the

old substance or original document must be one

@ PEHVE: 1EH 5 H PSR SN “Tts aim is to preserve and reveal the aesthetic and historic value of the monument and is based on respect for
original material and authentic documents”. JUE ) CRJBWIZEH ) S SCAFAEY 2 RIGRHIEM RS, A EBOF BB NSRRGSR, HH
SEERESRAR . ARG, “authentic™ IR B 77 HSCREIIER “HidE” KoL, (EE BB CRESME” MR M4 N TR AR .
Bk, AEXNARSCH TR, P IR GBUBMIE ) MRS, TR BARIER WA R E
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of the bases of any restoration’ [?3l. However, on
this specific question, two important differences
must be noted. Firstly, in his Belgian text,
Lemaire used the term ‘original’ rather than
‘authentic’. And more importantly, the fact that
‘document’ was singular rather than plural gives
the sentence a completely different meaning. The
implication is that restoration must respect not
only the monument’s ‘old substance’, but also its
character as an ‘original document’. This article
may itself have been partly inspired by article 2 of
the Italian Restoration Charter, which also
rejected the hypothesis as the starting point for
restoration’® [**1. According to Gazzola and Pane
(251, echoed by Lemaire in his General Report [2¢],
this specific article of the Italian document
referred to ‘respect for the authenticity of the
monument’, without explicitly mentioning the
term. The French drafting of the Venice Charter’s
article during the congress (as well as its English
translation in the months that followed) therefore
departed from the spirit of the texts on which it
was based, by applying the criterion of
authenticity not to the monument itself, but to the
source documents for its restoration.

In the preamble, on the other hand, the reference
to authenticity is open to multiple interpretations:
what does the text mean when it states that it is
our duty to hand on ancient monuments to future
generations ‘in the full richness of their
authenticity’? During the Nara Conference in
1994, Michael Petzet, who would become
president of ICOMOS five years later, stated that
the preamble of the Venice Charter still

provided ’the best summary of what authenticity

2.°... the problem of restoration motivated by the reasons of art and architectural unity closely conjoined with the historical criterion, can arise only
when it is based on absolutely certain data provided by the monument to be restored and not on hypotheses, on elements that are in great prevalence
existing rather than on elements that are predominantly new’ (author’s translation from Italian).

® T ERMERG X — 50 LARERERZ BB R, RAEETHELEENDS SR AR i E M8, AR
B WEETIETEAERCR, MARTEENHNCR AT, ARl (EERaRRF .

® BEE: 1EE 5 FIZSCE A n the full richness of their authenticity”. B (BUBWIZEZ) th Sk iz REEIE TN “Hidh, &
7, FKEE, WSEFERIERAR, Ha5R300 a8 —amie kB RE. Bk, AENATRTTRREM, 5 ImEEE OR
JERTEED BIMISEEISC, IR AR DU B A
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3.The only delegate from China was a diplomat, Chen-Kwei Chu.

could mean, not only in the context of world
heritage but for preservation as a whole’. To him,
‘the phrase’ in the full richness of their
authenticity” promise[d] more than just material
or formal authenticity and exceed[ed] the “test of
authenticity in design, material, workmanship or
setting” that was introduced by ‘the World
Heritage Convention’ [?71. This openness is not
surprising given that the preamble, whose
manuscript is conserved in the Lemaire archives,
was written by Paul Philippot, ‘in a moment of
inspiration’ 28], As a close collaborator of Cesare
Brandi, Philippot shared his view that history was
irreversible and that ‘the original state is an
abstract idea and not a historical reality’. To him,
‘an authentic relationship with the past must not
only recognize the unbridgeable gap that has
formed, after historicism, between us and the
past ; it must also integrate this distance into the
actualization of the work produced by the
intervention’. So, more than the ‘original
material’, ‘the genuine voice of the past’ was
‘exactly what must be safeguarded by
preservation/conservation” 121, 1t is only logical,
then, that the wording of the preamble was
designed to allow a broad interpretation of the
question of authenticity, amenable by different
cultural visions.

This openness to a broad interpretation of
authenticity, through the pen of Paul Philippot,
was appropriate in the context of a conference
which, unlike the Athens and Paris conferences,
in 1931 and 1957, had welcomed a significant
number of professionals from outside Europe.
Although Europeans accounted for almost 90% of
the assembly, a good twenty delegates came from
America and seventeen from Asia’. By contrast,
Africa had just nine delegates, and Australia three
1391, The accompanying exhibition, which mostly

featured European projects, also included projects

@ REPEME-RER - HHILE—REH (F) (ChenKwei Chu) .
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from Afghanistan, Colombia, Cuba, Lebanon,
Thailand

occupying three rooms on the first floor of

Malaysia, Mexico, and Tunisia,
Palazzo Grassi [*'l. However, this international
openness needs to be put into perspective when it
comes to the Venice Charter, which we have seen
was drafted by a group of four Europeans. The
same is true of the twenty-three names that appear
at the bottom of the official version of the charter,
listing the congress participants who ‘took part in
the work of the drafting committee’. No source
enable us to specify the exact role of this
committee, or the terms of its composition.
Representative of the congress audience, its
members too were mostly European; eight of
them were Italian, French or Belgian. Alongside
them, Carlos Flores Marini, recently appointed
head of the Colonial Monuments Department of
the National Institute of Anthropology and
History in Mexico City, Peruvian architect Victor
Pimentel and Mostafa Zbiss, Director of the
National Institute of Archaeology and Art in
Tunis, broadened the commission’s geographical
scope. But that does not imply that they also
broadened its cultural framework. Although
originally from Latin America, both Pimentel and
Flores Marini had specialized in restoration at La
Sapienza in Rome in the years leading up to the
Zbiss,

(Spain), was trained in Tunisia in a French

congress. originally from Andalusia
colonial context. Furthermore, neither Zbiss’s nor
Pimentel’s name appeared at the bottom of the
version of the charter presented at the end of the
congress, conserved in the archivesBZ, which
means that they were added afterwards. In fact,
the archives suggest a role that was more
symbolic than operational.

When he was finalizing the text in the months
during the congress, Lemaire only corresponded
with European colleagues, either members of this
‘drafting committee’ or not 331, This may explain

why, despite the openness of the preamble, the
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(Hiroshi Daifuku,1920—2012) 7E3i8 % & )
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very content of the charter, while not explicitly
referring to authenticity, reflects a very European
attachment to the materiality and form of
monuments. During the workshop organized in
Bergen in early 1994, in order to prepare the Nara
conference, Lemaire himself explained that ‘there
was no explicit discussion on the concept of
authenticity during the Congress in Venice in
1964. It was assumed that the meaning of the
concept was not problematic. Moreover the
congress participants in 1964 did not realize the
complexity of international preservation, mainly
because 95 % of the participants were Europeans’
134, This common point of view about authenticity
was clearly expressed during the congress among
others by Jan Zachwatowisz, professor at Warsaw
University. Very active during the reconstruction
period, he was of the opinion that ‘the greatest
value of a historic monument lies in its
authenticity - authenticity of form as much as of
matter and material’ %, Like Lemaire, who
quoted him in his general report, he considered
‘the authenticity of the historic monument and the
inviolability of what is original in it’ to be
essential 361,

This attachment to materiality would soon
become problematic, as the number of countries
and cultures referring to the Venice Charter
increased. The issue already emerged during the
consultation process for a revision of the Charter,
launched by ICOMOS just ten years after its
adoption. Although the main focus was on
adapting the Charter’s principles to the specific
case of historic cities®”], the correspondence
preserved in the Lemaire collection also bears
witness to other remarks. Commenting on the
French version, Hiroshi Daifuku, then in charge
of Monuments and sites at the Department of
Culture of UNESCO and a signatory of the

Venice Charter wrote :

FFE: Daifuku AR HEEH, LA THRTIRNIEAITISEG, FEMHR (BRJalisE ) SHAET X hEEL Lm0

W, REEE.
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( Stanislas

The charter is a little too European, even
Mediterranean in character, and many of its
principles are applicable to masonry and stone
construction. In northern Europe, much of Asia
and North America, many valuable monuments
are made of wood. Article 9, which states at the
outset that ‘restoration is an operation which
4

must remain exceptional in character...” is

difficult to apply
monuments. (...) The use of ‘ancient substance’

(...) Article 12,

according to which missing parts must be

to the case of wooden

can also raise problems.

replaced in such a way that they stand out from
the original parts, is also difficult to apply in the
case of wooden monuments. If the wood is not
painted, it is possible that, over time, the patina
will cause a new piece of wood to quickly
resemble older pieces. (...) Another factor is that
because wood is an organic material, it is difficult
to conserve wooden ruins (...) Hence the fact that
rebuilding or constructing shelters for this type of
monument involves major and unavoidable
changes, and constitutes a marked difference
from monuments built from non-organic material
[38, author’s transiation from French]

In the same spirit, Bunji Kobayashi, a member of
the ICOMOS executive committee, drew attention
not only to the specificity of wooden buildings,
but also to the importance of ‘any intangible
heritage’ connected to tangible monuments,
groups of buildings or sites. He cited in particular
‘rituals, festivals, dramas, danses and music’. He
insisted that ‘buildings as well as construction

techniques including tools should be conserved,

4.This sentence, which opens article 9 in the original French version of the charter, is replaced in the official English version by ‘The process of

restoration is a highly specialized operation’. This is a major discrepancy between these two versions of the charter, which had an impact on further

translations.
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and such traditional technicians should be trained’
131, In the commentary submitted on behalf of the
Polish ICOMOS Committee, Stanislas Lorentz
proposed an addition or commentary to be added
to article 9 concerning reconstructions:

In circumstances justified by supreme reasons,
such as cataclysms, a construction accident,
losses caused by war operations, or a hostile
operation, it may be necessary to rebuild ancient
of

Reconstructions of this kind, whether involving

monuments history and culture.
total or partial loss of authentic substance, must
be carried out in accordance with the principles
set out in the articles dealing with restoration #°
author’s translation from French]

These three examples suffice to illustrate that the
main points for discussion at the 1994 Nara
conference had already emerged from debates on
adapting the Venice Charter in the second half of
the 1970s. This process was contemporaneous
with UNESCO’s reflections on the drafting of
operational guidelines for the implementation of
the World heritage Convention (1972), where the
concept of authenticity, absent from the text of
the convention itself, would appear. These two
processes also partly involved the same actors,
ICOMOS having been recognized as UNESCO’s
consultative body on questions of built heritage.
the Document

2. Towards Nara

Authenticity

on

As with the Venice Charter, part of the process of
drafting the Nara Document is documented in the
R. M. Lemaire archives. Lemaire was in charge of
drafting the French version, while the Canadian
Herb Stovel (1948-2012) was responsible for the
English version. Unlike the Venice Charter, first
drafted in French and then translated into English,
the Nara Document was jointly drafted in both
languages. The archives illustrate the difficulties
of this joint work, not only for linguistic reasons,

but also and above all because of the cultural and
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generational gap between the two authors.

As President of ICOMOS between 1975 and
1981, Raymond Lemaire had been involved in
discussions on the World Heritage Convention’s
operational guidelines from the outset. It seems
that the choice of the term ‘authenticity’ rather
than ‘integrity’ as a criteria should be attributed to
him. As Herb Stovel recalls in one of his articles,
Secretary General Ernest Allen Connally had
initially imported the notion of integrity into the
first of the World Heritage
Committee, taking place in 1976. Integrity had
been used since the 1950th in the US National
Park Service administration manual and was
defined as

original workmanship, original location,

discussions

‘a composite quality connoting
and
intangible elements of feeling and association’
411 The report of an informal consultation
meeting on the implementation of the convention,
organized in Morges (Switzerland) in May 1976
indeeds mentioned that

In addition to the criteria proposed for evaluating
the inherent characteristics of a property,
participants felt that the properties included in
the WHL should also meet the criteria of
‘integrity’ (for cultural and natural properties)
and of ‘unity’ (for cultural property). The
criterion of ‘integrity’ was considered to be of
particular importance for all natural properties
and for those cultural properties that were to be
judged according to the criteria of artistic value,
associative value and typicality *°].

Raymond Lemaire did not attend this 1976
meeting. But according to Stovel, based on
Connally’s records, it was one year later, during a
World Heritage preparatory meeting in Paris, in
March 1977, that he proposed to rename integrity,
authenticity, ‘out of concern that the use of
integrity might seem to restrict eligibility of

monuments to those with purity of original design
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or form’. As Stovel underlines, Connally was
dubious of Lemaire’s intent [*}], and based on the
latter’s contemporary writings he might have been
right. In a 1976 text on ‘memory and continuity’,
Lemaire declared that the value of testimonies of
the past was ‘preserved only through the
authenticity of the forms and substance that
materialize it’ 4. So the reason why Lemaire
insisted that ‘authenticity’ be used rather than
‘integrity’ remains unclear, especially since his
writings used the two terms interchangeably. To
Stovel, ‘the attraction of ICOMOS pioneers like
Raymond Lemaire to the authenticity concept was
based on the premise that this concept was of
great practical utility on conservation’ [+, But in
any case, the result was the inclusion of the ‘test
of authenticity in design, materials, workmanship
and setting’ in the first version of the Operational
Guidelines, with the precision that ‘authenticity
does not limit consideration to original form and
but all

modifications and additions over the course of

structure includes subsequent
time, which in themselves possess artistic or
historical values’. The condition of integrity was

1461, This confusion

limited to natural properties
between authenticity and integrity was to persist
over the following decades .. In addition, the
test of authenticity was soon put to the test by
debates over the inclusion on the world heritage
list of reconstructed or highly restored sites, such
as the old center of Warsaw or the ramparts of
Carcassonne, France 8. But in retrospect, this
episode between the conceptions of Lemaire,
President of ICOMOS, and those of his Secretary
General Ernest A. Connally also appears to
foreshadow the cultural difficulties encountered
during the drafting of the Nara document between
Lemaire and Stovel in 1994 and 1995.
3. Drafting two Nara documents

in 2015,

Cameron and Nobuko Inaba described in detail

In an article published Christina

the successive events that led to the organization
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of a structured debate on authenticity in the early
1990s, culminating in a preparatory workshop in
Bergen in early 1994 and the Nara conference
nine months later. On the basis of Herb Stovel’s
archives and personal contacts, they were also
able to trace the evolution of the debates during
both events, as well as the difficulties in the
drafting process of the Nara Document from the
first version during the conference to its
19951491,

complement and add precision to their account.

publication in Lemaire’s archives
Raymond Lemaire and Herb Stovel shared some
common features, but their profiles were quite
different. What they had in common was a
commitment to specialized teaching in the field of
conservation, in Lemaire’s case in Louvain and
Bruges, and in Stovel’s in Montreal and Ottawa.
Both also taught at ICCROM. Their involvement
with ICOMOS also linked them, since they both
served as Secretary General, Lemaire from 1965
to 1975 and Stovel from 1990 to 1993. They were
also both UNESCO experts on the World
Heritage ConventionP%. But beyond these
similarities, their interests and areas of expertise
were relatively different. While Lemaire was
mainly interested in the future of monumental
brick and stone architecture, and of European
historic centers, Stovel focused more on
vernacular heritage, wooden architecture and
cultural landscapes. The papers they respectively
presented at the Bergen seminar in preparation for
the Nara conference illustrate these different
points of view.

The title of Raymond Lemaire’s paper already
revealed the specificity of his vision. Entitled
‘Authenticity and monumental heritage” Y, it had
in fact been written for the ‘ethics of restoration’
section of the ‘International Congress on the
Conservation of Stone and Other Materials’,

organized jointly by UNESCO and RILEMS in

5. RILEM, founded in 1947, stood for ‘Réunion Internationale des Laboratoires d’Essais et de Recherches sur les Matériaux et les Constructions’

(International Association of Testing and Research Laboratories for Materials and Constructions).
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1993 in Paris 2. Declaring from the outset that
the concept of authenticity ‘lies at the very basis
of the whole modern doctrine of the conservation
and restoration of historic monuments’, while
remaining undefined, Lemaire proposed a
reflection on the notion of truth and sincerity in
the transmission of a message. ‘A message is
authentic if it is transmitted without alteration,
even in its nuances, from sender to receiver (...)
Over time, this message, already complex at its
origin, may undergo alterations, modifications,
additions or losses that it is important to recognize
and distinguish from the original message, and to
understand and interpret correctly’. For him,
unlike literature or music, the plastic arts,
including architecture, express themselves in
the
intermediary of transcription or interpretation.
Their

determined by the absence of any modification or

space through form, directly, without

authenticity is therefore ‘essentially
alteration of the initial forms’ intended by the
creator. Such alterations are inevitable, however,
altering the meaning of the original message, or
resulting in an imbrication of messages that can
even erase the original one. But on the other hand,
they can also be seen as genuine stages in the
history of the work. Lemaire saw a conflict
between these two types of authenticity, formal
and historical, to which he added the authenticity
of the work’s significance within the society in
which it was created. Most of the article is an
types of

authenticity: form, history and meaning. It soon

arbitration between these three
becomes clear that, in his eyes, the value as a
work of art takes precedence over the other
aspects of monuments, the first being ‘essential’
and the other two ‘accidental’, philosophically
He that the

‘outrageous’ restorations of the 19th century,

speaking. also pointed out

which ‘often erased all traces of the monument’s

B EEREFIE RGNS B AL R RO T 1947 4, H455“RILEM”{{#% “Réunion Internationale des Laboratoires d’Essais et

de Recherches sur les Matériaux et les Constructions”.
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history, leaving a formal record of it that had no
connection with the original formal truth other
than that imagined by the restorer architect’, led
to a reaction in favor of documentary value, a
point of view regrettably expressed by the Venice
Charter.

The result: historical authenticity has taken
precedence over formal authenticity. The literal,
and therefore abusive, interpretation of the 1964
Venice Charter leads to this view of the question.
While this satisfies historians, it is not obvious
that it satisfies those for whom a monument is
first and foremost a work of art, whose main role
is to convey an aesthetic message and not to
provide historical coordinates.
This and the

importance accorded to one or other of these

irreproachable
conflicting situation, relative
alternatives, explains the varied and sometimes
opposing interpretations of the principles of the
Venice Charter [53, author’s translation from French].

Lemaire’s point of view was thus very clearly
expressed in this article, based exclusively on
(the

Parthenon) or works of art (the Laocoon). He

examples of monumental architecture
admitted, however, that this point of view may
not be shared by all cultures, taking the example
of the Ise sanctuary in contrast to that of the
Parthenon.

The conclusion to be drawn from this state of
affairs is fundamental: there is no single, stable
concept of authenticity or other values of the
of

architecture, painting, sculpture or any other

‘monument’, whatever its nature: work
plastic expression. They vary not only from
culture to culture, but also according to the
evolution of ideas within the same culture. One
thing is clear: the authenticity of a ‘monument’ is
not a concept with absolute or definitive content.
On the contrary, it is a notion essentially linked to
a culture, and is subject to all the vagaries of its

disparities and evolution [54, author’s translation from French]
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Herb

Authenticity’, was very different, with a more

Stovel’s  contribution, ‘Notes  on
directly operative objective. Aiming to ‘help
structure an agenda for discussion which will
bring greater clarity and practical sense to our use
of the authenticity concept in conservation
practice’, it not only addressed theoretical
questions, but also presented ‘authenticity issues
which

perceptions of heritage and conservation valid in

and concerns arise from specific
North America’. In contrast to Lemaire’s, his
reflections covered a broad heritage spectrum,
encompassing not only monuments, but also
emerging  categories such as  vernacular
architecture, cultural landscapes and industrial
heritage. Stovel also stressed that the broadening
of the notion of heritage went hand in hand with
the of debate the

popularization of the processes involved in

democratization and
analyzing and presenting the past. His ‘regional
reflections’ fueled these debates with practical
cases, such as the native sites of Anthony Island,
the Main streets of small North American towns,
the Rideau Canal corridor and historic sites that
had been largely rebuilt to showcase the nation’s
history 571,

At the end of the seminar, the fourteen workshop
participants worked on the organization of the
decided that the
scientific committee would comprise Jukka
Jokilehto (ICCROM), Knut Einar Larsen and Nils

Marstein (organisers of the seminar), Kanefusa

Nara symposium. It was

Masada (Agency for cultural affairs, Japan) and
Herb Stovel, for ICOMOS. Raymond Lemaire
was only one of the prospective keynote speakers
(5%, However, in the run-up to the conference,
Herb Stovel insisted that Lemaire be included on
the scientific committee, so that not all the
decisions would be taken by English speakers,
which would undermine the credibility of the
results P71, As a consequence, Lemaire and Stovel
themselves of the

found co-rapporteurs
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symposium, and Lemaire, unlike Stovel P8, did
not present any talk of his own.
46

participants, carefully selected to represent the

The Nara conference brought together
widest possible cultural diversity, from November
1 to 6, 1994. The Nara Document was drafted in
several stages: after a first draft by the two
rapporteurs, in French and English, a ‘scientific
group’ of further

developed the document. Cristina Cameron, who

management 15 people
was present at the meeting, and drawing on Herb
Stovel’s archives, explained that the discussions
were very difficult, with a wide range of very
different points of view being expressed. Not
surprisingly, Lemaire was among those who
considered monumental heritage to be superior to
the intangible or modest heritage of native
communities in Canada or Australia ), a position
confirmed orally to the author of this article by
both Jukka Jokilehto and Herb Stovel. Finally,
both versions of the document were edited by
Christina Cameron (English) and Azedine
Beschaouch with Dinu Bumbaru (French), before
being submitted to the assembly on the last day of
the colloquium. However, as the French and
English versions appeared to be quite different,
Lemaire and Stovel were asked to correct the
‘translation inconsistencies’ over the following
months [601,

The Lemaire archives conserve several successive
versions of the document, in French and English.
the draft, of

terminological discrepancies can be noted. These

From very first a number
may appear minor, but they reveal partly different
visions of heritage, in line with what we have
noted about the profiles of Lemaire and Stovel
and their respective contributions to the Bergen
workshop. The most significant is the way in
which the very object of the reflections was
named. In both versions, the terms ‘heritage’,
‘cultural

in both

‘cultural properties’ and heritage’

consistently dominated languages.
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However, in articles 9 and 11, the French version
used the term ‘oeuvre’, with a strong artistic
connotation, thus excluding a broad definition of
heritage. In article 13, the terms ‘monument’ and
‘site” were used in both languages, but would be
replaced by ‘cultural heritage’ in the next English
version while remaining in the definitive French
version ©1- 921 Tt should also be noted that these
first drafts included, in both languages, an
additional subtitle, ‘Aspects of authenticity’,
grouping together article 13 and an article 14
absent from the final version. Specifying that ‘the
assessment of authenticity is indicative of the
relative importance of the various aspects of
authenticity in relation to the heritage values of
monuments and sites’, this article was deleted
when the document was revised by the ‘scientific
management group’.

Both the French and English versions emerged
from the revision process, and from the final
edition on the penultimate day of the congress, in
a state very close to that which would be
published in 1995. In the English version, the
preamble underwent very few changes, while all
the articles, with the exception of article 7, were
largely reworded. In French, articles 9 to 12,
under the heading ‘Values and Authenticity’,
underwent the fewest corrections, while the
preamble and other articles were largely
reformulated. At the end of the congress,
therefore, there were still many differences
between the two documents, and it was with this
reservation that they were presented to the 18th
session of the World Heritage Committee in
Phuket (Thailand), in December 1994. However
the document stated that the texts were ‘still
subject to change to ensure that they are no
differences between the English and the French
versions’ (63,

The archives bear witness to the fact that Lemaire
came out of the negotiations on the joint drafting

of the two versions of the document very
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unhappy. A week after the congress, he confided
to his compatriot then
Secretary General of ICOMOS, that in his

opinion, ‘some articles are simply repetitions,

Jean-Louis Luxen,

others are redundant and unclear’ and that ‘to
have a good text we would have to rethink,
recompose and rewrite everything’. The fact that
he added that ‘in his day’ he would have taken the
liberty of doing so, clearly indicates that he no
longer felt in step with the evolution of the
debates since the time when he himself had
chaired ICOMOS, twenty years earlier 4. He
was particularly frustrated by the fact that, unlike
during the 1964 Venice, the debates were largely
dominated by English speakers, whose lack of
‘intellectual disposition for abstraction and
philosophy’ he deplored. In this, he seems to have
shared the opinion of Frangoise Choay, who felt
that French was better suited to discussing
philosophical issues, while English was more
suited to explaining practical problems [63],

During the first months of 1995, Lemaire and
Stovel continued to communicate remotely on the
trying to
harmonize them even further. However, these

finalization of the two versions,

exchanges only served to make the situation
One of

disagreement was the addition of definitions,

increasingly tense. of the points
within or following the document. Herb Stovel
was keen that at least the terms ‘conservation’ and
‘cultural heritage’ should be defined, and revised
the document several times in this direction,
including by creating an additional article within
the preamble. The addition of an article would
also have prevented the document from having
thirteen articles, which was problematic for some
%] maybe for reasons of superstition. Lemaire,
for his part, was very reluctant to add definitions,
which he felt had no place in such a solemn
declaration, addressed ‘much more to political

managers than to specialists’. He was equally
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reticent about the ‘suggestions for follow-up’ that
Stovel wished to add as an appendix to the
document. These elements suffice to demonstrate
the different views of Lemaire and Stovel on the
nature of the text itself: a solemn declaration for
one, an operational document for the other.
Lemaire also refused to abandon the word
‘oeuvre’ in favor of ‘cultural heritage’, because he
felt that this expression did not fit in with the
declaration’s objective, as it concerned ‘neither
painting, nor sculpture, nor literature, nor music’,
all of  ‘cultural

‘Monumental and urban heritage’ might have

expressions heritage’.
suited him, but would of course not have been
accepted by Stovel and Larsen [¢7],

In June 1995, Larsen, not wishing to further delay
the publication of the conference proceedings,
including the text of the document in French and
English, decided to forego harmonization of the
versions, and to publish the French text on the
basis of Lemaire’s work, and the English text on
the basis of Stovel’s work thus remaining very
close to the versions adopted at the congress. The
word ‘oeuvre’ therefore remained in the French
On the

and suggestions

version, as did ‘monument’ and ‘site’.
other hand, the
drafted by Herb Stovel were translated into

definitions

French by the latter, assisted by Dinu Bumbaru,
and included as an appendix against Lemaire’s
advice. It was planned to add a third appendix,
consisting of a commentary on the final text. It
would have specified that ‘the final text of the
Nara document contains articles that were written
in French or English’ and that ‘the most complete
appreciation of the document invites reading both
its French and English versions. Nevertheless,
both texts will be considered equivalent’ [68],
However, this appendix was not included in the

final version.
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4. Conclusion : the challenge of universalism

As Herb Stovel himself underlined, ‘the Nara
Document marked the final stage of the move
from belief in universal international absolutes,
first introduced by the Venice Charter, toward
of

necessarily relative and contextual’ % The

acceptance conservation judgments as
difficulty of formulating, in just two languages, a
set of principles to express this very idea
the

consensus on a valid formulation within different

illustrates impossibility of reaching a
cultures. The problem arose in another way with
the Venice Charter: drafted during the congress in
French only, by a working group that included no
representatives of Anglo-Saxon culture, it was the
subject of an unofficial working translation
intended for members of the assembly who did
not speak French. According to Lemaire’s
recollection, this translation was produced by the
UNESCO representative the

Hiroshi Daifuku [, but it has never been found.

at conference,
It is only in the months following the conference
that the official English translation was produced
by Lord Euston, then President of the Society of
Ancient Buildings in Great Britain "', A cursory
examination of this version and the French
original reveals disparities not only in language
but also in underlying principles. As subsequent
translations were based on these two versions —
starting with the Spanish and Russian translations,
presented with them at the ICOMOS first General
Assembly in May 1965, such discrepancies only
proliferated, casting doubt on the Charter’s
universal nature. Moreover, even if the preamble
of the document stated that ‘each country’ was
‘responsible for applying the plan within the
framework of its own culture and traditions’,
some comments received during the revision
process launched in the mid 1970’s, suggested
that such an application was not always possible
[21. However, the Venice Charter was never

revised. In this context the Nara Document was a
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way to ‘extend it in response to the expanding
scope of cultural heritage concerns and interests
contemporary  world’.  As  the
added on Herb

Stovel’s initiative made clear, the document was

In our

‘suggestions for follow-up’
only intended as a starting point for a dialogue
that was to continue to expand, ‘in order to
improve global respect and understanding for the
diverse expressions and values of each culture [74],
The Venice Charter and the Nara Document have
been two of the fundamental milestones in the
history of heritage over the last six decades, on a
the

experience of a single individual may therefore

global scale. Viewing them through
seem narrow or inappropriate. And yet, Raymond
Lemaire’s archives shed light on the making and
reception of both documents, sometimes adding
new elements, or qualifying or clarifying certain
important points. Of course, Lemaire was not just
any actor, since he served as rapporteur during the
drafting of both documents, and held the positions
of Secretary General and then President of
ICOMOS from 1965 to 1981, at a time when the
world of heritage was undergoing rapid change in
of the extension of its
His
particularly rich concerning this period. But
beyond this

terms scope and

globalization. archives are therefore

aspect, observing such global
phenomena through the experience of a single
individual, allows us to perceive the human factor
behind these documents of principles that can
sometimes appear disembodied. Archives reveal
trials and errors, doubts, disagreements, regrets,
deadlocks, beyond what may appear, from the
outside, as absolute and somehow perfect
processes or objects. This approach also leads us
to take another, more critical look at them, in the
constructive sense of the term. Because respecting
the work of these men and women who have
taken the time to share their experiences, to
negotiate, and to make compromises to facilitate

dialogue between cultures, also means daring to
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make it evolve. Right up to the end of his career,
Raymond Lemaire regretted that the revision of
the Venice Charter never came to fruition. In
1983, after the ICOMOS had reaffirmed the
validity of the document during its 1981 General
assembly in Rome, he insisted that the charter’s
good fortune created a risk of ‘intellectual torpor
and of inattention to the evolution and diversity of
opinions and facts’ [°. A lesson we should

remember on each of its anniversaries.
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