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Hello, my name is Duncan McCallum. I'm Strategy 

and Listing Director at Historic England.  

I've been asked to speak on the approach to recon-

struction at national important historic sites in the UK. So, 

I'm going to cover four things in this brief presentation. 

First of all, approaches to archaeological reconstruction 

in site management in the UK? Secondly, whether there's 

an official national view of acceptable reconstruction ap-

proaches? Thirdly, whether there's a concept similar to 

the Japanese seibi in the English language. And finally 

some brief conclusions.  

So, for the purposes of this presentation, I’ve focused 
largely on archaeological sites and structures. In particu-

lar on sites that are earth and timber in construction of a 

not entirely. And I’ve included a few other examples of 
important sites in the UK. Generally, I've focused on 

England because I work for Historic England. But the 

best example perhaps of large-scale reconstruction is in 

Wales. So I've used that at one point.  

Over the past 200 years, there have been a wide range 

of approaches to conservation and reconstruction of ar-

chaeological sites in the UK. Importantly, there has never 

been a definitive piece of legislation or regulation that de-

termines a particular approach. The current approach, 

used by the English protection system at the moment, 

talks about the protection of “significance”. What is im-
portant about a particular site or building? The Historic 

England, since the government's advisor on heritage, has 

produced guidance to help decision-makers such as local 

planning authorities. But, they are not obliged to follow 

it. It is advice rather than regulation. Get a really im-

portant point to make is that reconstruction in any form 

in the UK is really not very common indeed. I had to 

search quite hard to find relevant examples of this talk to-

day. 

So, I've set out here six main approaches to recon-

struction. And I just talk you through each of those in 

term. Basics are first of all, basically to leave things un-

touched to “preserve in situ” as we say. It's the standard 
approach, leave something as a ruin or earth work, 

perhaps with some interpretation. Second one, to mini-

mise change. So, largely leave the earth work or the ruin 

as it is but perhaps consolidated, keep it exposed but not 

much more than that again with some interpretation were 

appropriate. Thirdly, is to carry out some partial recon-

struction in situ, so that gives a sense of the original struc-

ture but not try and recreate the whole thing. The next one, 

similar in some ways is reinstating some elements in a 

largely complete structure. The fifth one is to completely 

reconstruct on another site, so broadly similar to the orig-

inal concept as far as we can understand it from the ar-

chaeology and from other sources. And finally, I call ex-

periential reconstruction. So, using technology, lighting, 

theatrical effects to partially re-create what was there 

originally. I should underline complete reconstruction 

does not happen. There is not a single example in the UK 

of complete reconstruction in situ of a national im-

portance archaeological site. 

So, just exploring each of those in term. The approach 

to reconstruction in terms of leaving things untouched. So, 

this is the approach that generally has been seen to be the 

most appropriate one. So minimise the amount of change, 

minimise the disturbance. So, the main justification for 

this is that leaves maximum amount of the archaeological 

evidence for future’s generations to explore practicing 
with new technology. It’s clear for visitors to see what is 
authentic, what the true remains are. In that sense, it does 

not confuse the visitor or the expert. But, the reality is, of 

course, that it's hard to get a conception of what the orig-

inal site is like and to the public it's not very exciting. This 

ruin here, the Lewes Priory is a typical example. The 

Lewes Priory’s been ruined for several centuries. Some 
interpretations, drawings, reconstruction drawings infor-

mation, but really it's up to the visitor to try and imagine 

what the site was like originally. 

The second approach is to minimise change. So, leav-

ing largely the earthwork or ruin as it was discovered. Ex-

ample I got here is the Roman amphitheatre that was dis-

covered few years ago in the basement of Guildhall. Now 

in the basement of Guildhall, the context for the visitor 

experience has changed. It was originally below the 

ground. It's now been excavated but it's now in the base-

ment of a more modern building. So, the excavation has 

happened, it’s been consolidated, but nothing more than 
consolidation. No attempt has been made to reconstruct 

beyond what it already exists. The remains are protected 



now 20 feet, 6 metres below the modern pavement level 

and you can access it, public can access it through the art 

gallery. Interpretation around the ruins help visitor to un-

derstand what was there, but nothing more is done than 

that. 

The next approach is partial reconstruction in situ. So, 

this gives some sense of the original structure and really 

helps the visitors to understand what the site more been 

like initial original form. Example I’ve got here is the 
Lunt Roman Fort in Wales. This is perhaps the best ex-

ample and one of the only very few examples where 

there’s significant reconstruction. So, it's a timber and 
earth Roman fort partially reconstructed. This is the main 

area of reconstruction. It gives a very clear understanding, 

as far as we can tell from the archaeological evidence of 

what was there. It was rebuilt in the 1970s on the line of 

the original remains. But, it's highly unlikely this work 

would be given permission today. It is, however, very 

popular with visitors especially with families. And today, 

a reconstruction like this would most likely be undertaken 

in a different location. Here, it is again just another view 

standing and turning in the other direction. And this is an-

other part of the fort, for training horses and again it’s 
been reconstructed to give a sense of what was originally 

there.  

Another example of partial reconstruction in situ is 

Stonehenge. This is almost certainly the most, the best-

known archaeological site in the country. But, actually it's 

undergone a significant amount of reconstruction. It dates 

originally from 3000 to 2000 B.C., and it's undergone a 

number restorations over the years. A few of the stones 

were re-set in 1901, in 1958 and most recently in 1963. 

And although this work is well documented, I suspect the 

general public generally does not recognise or note that 

the site has been significantly reconstructed. And most 

assume that the site as they see and experience it today is 

very much as it was originally. Interpretation on the site 

does make it clear that there has been some reconstruc-

tion, but that's not the concept the public tend to think 

about. 

So, the next approach is about reinstating some ele-

ments in what is a largely complete structure. So, this is 

more common in buildings and archaeological sites with 

a significant amount of structure. An example I've chosen 

here is from the York City Walls. Now, some of the walls, 

a small part of the walls are originally Roman, but this 

particular section, large part of the walls is mediaeval, da-

ting from broadly between the 12th and the 14th century 

on top of the earth bank. And some of these sections have 

been rebuilt. There’re roads, railways, other structures 
that are gone through the walls or affected the walls at 

different times. And they've been restored many times 

over the centuries. So, taken as a whole the city walls, I 

think, recreate reasonably authentic experience what the 

mediaeval walls would’ve looked like. But in practice, 
the proportion of truly original fabric or early fabric is not 

really clear to experts or to general public. And for me, a 

key part of the story and the interest of this site is the evo-

lution over time that parts of the walls fell but rebuilt and 

some of them modified in modern times in order to ac-

commodate traffic and other developments. 

The next approach I'm just going to touch on is to 

completely reconstruct on another site often very close to 

the original one. In a style, it's broadly similar to the orig-

inal so far as we can tell. So, the example I used here are 

Neolithic huts that have been recreated on a number of 

sites around the UK. These particular sites, here shown 

on this slide, are right next to the Visitor Centre at Stone-

henge. They're based on evidence from many excava-

tions, some of them in close proximately to the site, some 

of them using evidence that has been gathered from else-

where. Here the top picture that you can see is the Visitor 

Centre and some inside the Visitor Centre and you can 

just see on the right hand side, one of the huts, and the 

bottom picture shows the collection of huts. There's just 

been rebuilt in the last few years and it’s become really 
very popular with the public and helps the public under-

stand about the people who lived around Stonehenge, a 

kind of conditions they lived in. And also they get a sense, 

the different sense of scale and the domestic scale com-

pared to the huge stones that are from here about a kilo-

metre away from the reconstruction. 

The next example to completely reconstruct on an-

other site is this on here. So, this is the timber framed 

Shakespeare's Globe Theatre in London South Bank. It 

was built in 1997, however, it's based on carefully re-

searched timber frame construction copying a building 

within about 250 metres of its current site around 1600. It 

was the theatre in which Shakespeare performed some of 

his plays. And it's broadly based on the archaeological re-

mains that were excavated number of years ago, on some 

illustrations, but also using timber construction tech-



niques of around the period 1600. However, it's a work-

ing theatre, it's a popular tourist attraction. And obviously, 

a number of compromises, changes had to be made to ac-

commodate things such as modern fire safety. So, it 

doesn't pretend to be the original building, but it gives a 

very strong sense of the atmosphere of building like this 

overtime. 

And the final example I'm going to explore is experi-

ential reconstruction. So really this is using new technol-

ogy, using lighting, sounds, smells to tryingly recreate 

some of the atmosphere of an archaeological site that has 

largely disappeared. So the example here is the 

Mithraeum which was originally built around A.D. 240 

in central London. It's a relocated temple ruin, supple-

mented by modern materials. The ruins have actually 

been moved twice, excavated in the late 1950s. They 

were first reassembled in 1962 at ground level and as 

much criticism of the accuracy of that reconstruction. 

And then sometime after 2010, when the Bloomberg of-

fice building work started in Central London in the City, 

they rebuilt these ruins close to the original site where 

they were discovered in the basement. And this allows 

visitor access, free access, and you can see both the ruins 

and also a short 15 minutes or so audio-visual experience 

and that gives you a quite interesting and powerful evo-

cation of what the site was probably originally like. That's 

just an example there, some of the modern materials, 

some of the careful lighting. Members of public walk 

around the outside and you can't walk into the ruins them-

selves.  

So, is there an official view on the approach of recon-

struction? Well, the answer is that the government's ap-

proach on heritage is set out in the National Planning Pol-

icy Framework, most recent version dates from 2019. It 

pays particular attention to what is significant about a 

Heritage site or building. And the policy is that change 

should avoid or minimise harm to the things elements that 

are significant. So, the policy itself, government policy 

and legislation does not directly address reconstruction 

whether it's acceptable or not. The bold paragraph is, 

“when considering the impact of a proposed develop-
ment on the significance of a designated heritage asset, 

great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation”. 

And generally, this is interpreted as not supporting recon-

struction to any significant degree. 

Now, when you go to the next level down from the 

government's official view you then come to Historic 

England’s view as the government advisors. So, we have 
a policy on reconstruction which is on our website. And 

in that, we say that “there may be convincing reasons to 

undertake reconstruction. However, such a decision 

needs to be based on a clear understanding of the signifi-

cance of the heritage asset. Once you have that, you can 

give careful consideration of any harm and benefits of re-

construction to this significance”. And this is one of the 
approaches that we take in England about this which is 

balancing harm against benefits. So, “we recommend that 
any reconstruction proposal needs to be based on a thor-

ough understanding of the heritage values of the site or 

place, and the impact of the proposal on these values. 

Even when a lot of information is available, reconstruc-

tion will not always be appropriate”. Now in that guid-
ance, we produced, we set out a series of 13 questions. 

And we suggest if the answer to any of those questions is 

“no”, then reconstruction may not be in the best interest 
of the heritage asset. I just set out here examples to 3 of 

these is questions that we suggest people should consider. 

The first one, “is the record of the site prior to damage or 

destruction good enough to enable accurate reconstruc-

tion rather than speculative reconstruction?” So, great 
emphasis on authenticity and accuracy. Secondly, “is the 
relative significance of the elements proposed for recon-

struction fully understood?” So, do we have enough, do 
we know enough about what we think was there before 

to be confident that when we reconstruct it, we're not get-

ting some kind of false impression about the site? And 

thirdly, “will it be possible to distinguish the recon-

structed elements from any archaeological remains that 

have survived from before the damage occurs?” So, some 
kind of separation, visual separation so that you can see 

the original material and the reconstructed material. 

So, there’re the general approaches. I just wanted to 
touch on this intriguing concept of seibi and just think 

about whether a similar concept exists in English or is 

used in the UK. So my understanding of this Japanese 

word is that it's much broader than any single English 

word or term. Thinking about it, I felt that the sorts of 



material that's covered in a conservation management 

plan is many ways similar to the breadth of coverage 

there. There is not a single word. However, I think there 

are a couple of types of site that give some kind of similar 

approach to this. The first one I mentioned is cathedral, 

so many cathedrals have a large central religious building 

around that they have open space, secondary structures 

often called the close in relation to cathedral. And a num-

ber of other buildings, workshops, the stonemasons that 

sort of thing. And those tend all to be managed in a single 

way with the long-term holistic approach integrating all 

the different uses, all the interconnections. And also I 

would say that the English Country House is another ex-

ample of where that can bigger, broader approach is taken 

to thinking about a site. And many of those sites will be 

open to the public as 

visitor attractions. And the owners of that site, 

whether a charity or private owner, well often take that 

long view, broad view about visitors about car parking, 

toilets, farming on the land, which parts can be visited, 

which part is the nature reserves, which bit a conserved 

to historic public. So in some ways, it's in practice a sim-

ilar concept. 

We just don't have a word that relates directly to a 

Japanese equivalent. So, in that very brief summary of the 

situation in the United Kingdom, I just like to make a few 

points in conclusion. First of all is underlined once again 

reconstructions are the exceptions. And in terms of the 

academics and the heritage practitioners, generally recon-

structions are looked upon with a little bit of scepticism 

and concern. However, they are extremely popular with 

the public. So, mainstream archaeological heritage pro-

fessionals at the moment generally see them less accepta-

ble than less interventionist approaches such as conserva-

tion in situ leaving as they are or some small parts of re-

construction ideally off-site. This particular example I il-

lustrate here, Woodhenge dating from about 2000 B.C., 

which is a very close to, just 2-3 km away from Stone-

henge. This originally was a large number of tall wooden 

posts in post-holes. The post-holes are the only part sur-

vived. And a number of years ago, each of the excavated 

post holes was marked by these small concrete pillars. So 

when you go there, you do get some concept what it 

might have been like the scale of it all, but you obviously 

lose the visual impact of these tall timber structures 

they’ve long gone. 
I think the other observation I've been thinking about 

this topic is that if anything although reconstruction may 

in some circles becoming slightly more acceptable be-

cause the virtual reality and so kind of new technologies 

are emerging, in some ways as a counter argument that’s 
saying “we don't need to reconstruct physically” because 
the ability to enjoy and appreciate archaeological sites 

through virtual means is now very much stronger than it 

was even just a few years ago. So, I don't sense, to be 

honest in the UK at the moment, a significant shift to-

wards or against reconstruction. Generally the feeling is 

it's unlikely to be acceptable in most cases in situ, but off-

site in a different location or relatively close to the origi-

nal site is likely to be acceptable in more circumstances. 

So, I think the approach is perhaps broadly the same in 

most European countries at the current time. But different 

countries are slightly different approaches. I think I found 

this really interesting to think about the approach taken in 

Japan and other countries in Southeast Asia where maybe 

there's more reconstruction that goes on. When I visited 

these countries, I've really enjoyed looking at those and 

I’ve found great and enjoyable, much easier for me to vis-
ualise what's there. So I can see the advantages to strong 

advices in reconstruction. However, the position here in 

the UK at the moment is generally that's not the right po-

sition to take in situ. 

Thank you very much. I hope you found it interesting. 

I look forward to taking part in a discussion at the later 

date. Thank you.    













Hello, my name is Douglas Comer. And I want to 

thank the organizers for inviting me to participate in this 

fascinating international discussion of the concept of 

seibi. Just this way of introducing myself, I'm president 

of the United States National Committee of the Interna-

tional Council of Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), 

that’s the National Committee for the United States. And 
I'm also vice president of the ICOMOS’s advisory com-
mittee. And in that capacity, I’m chair of the National 
Committee Council. And I'd like to say that I've been to 

Japan number of times, and of course, I loved it every 

time into the lot.  

So I’d like to launch it to this discussion of seibi. What 

I'm going to be talking about is the relationship of the 

term seibi, concept of seibi and the concept of authentic-

ity.  

And as I'm sure you know, a site is inscribed on the 

World Heritage List on the basis of establishment of Out-

standing Universal Value. And that is established with 

reference to a number of criteria. For Cultural Sites are 

six. For each of those criteria, they have to satisfy the 

qualities of authenticity and integrity. So authenticity is a 

major concept in the World Heritage’s world. Authentic-

ity begins, I think many years ago, actually before the 

signing of the World Heritage Convention. And here we 

see what was considered at the beginning of the World 

Heritage List as one of the iconic or exemplary that’s to 
say a World Heritage Site, “Venice and its Lagoon”. This 

is not to say that the people who were concerned with au-

thenticity, definition of authenticity were oblivious to cul-

ture. This is the quote that you hopefully see on your 

screen right now, refers to this: “the local culture has de-
veloped a deep-seated continuity in the use of materials 

and techniques”. So we're talking about materials and 
techniques. Materials, I think, is very important word. 

Also, “the expression of the authentic cultural values of 
the property is given precisely by the adoption and recog-

nition of the effectiveness of the traditional conservation 

and restoration practices and techniques”. So, again we 
see this emphasis on physicality. 

Now, what does this have to do with the concept of 

seibi? Well, seibi is a very, very encompassing concept. 

It really talks about preparing the site for visitation and all 

of the aspects that must be considered in preparing the 

site for visitation, everything from providing facilities, 

district facilities and maintenance which is very im-

portant. And also it talks about repair of archaeological 

components and reconstruction for interpretation. This is 

the term “reconstruction” is one that is fraught with de-
bate that has been for a very long time. And this is where 

we encounter that they concerned with the authenticity. 

In let's say the Western world, we don't necessarily com-

bine the ideas of treatments of the site, preparation of the 

site with the idea that this is inseparable from interpreta-

tion. Interpretation comes later. I'll talk a little bit more 

about that because I think that's a bit problematic. We cer-

tainly have the Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 

Restoring & even Reconstructing Historic, well this is, 

Buildings, but also landscapes and so for. But it's concept 

that somewhat divorced from interpretation per se at least 

in our guidelines, in a written document. So with that in 

mind, there probably is no English equivalent for the term 

seibi. Seibi though encompasses all of the involved and I 

actually, I'd rather admire. 

When we talk about interpretation, we definitely have 

the World Heritage system documents that describe  

what is desirable. We provide guidelines for interpreta-

tion. Notably we have the Ename Charter for the Inter-

pretation of Cultural Heritage Sites. This is the idea I 

think they were looking at right here, in a right-hand cor-

ner of the slide. In this case, this is a monastery in Bel-

gium. And there was little left there to see. And so the 

solution that was come upon was created very cleverly, I 

would say. It was a technological digital one, and you go 

into this booth and look through this glass and you'll see 

digital replication model, representation of this monas-

tery. So, it doesn't really involve even touching per se the 

physicality, the physical remains of the monastery. On 

the other hand, in the Charter itself, I think this is im-

portant clause 2.4: “Visual reconstructions, weather by 
artist, conservator or computer model, should be based 

upon detailed and systematic analysis of environmental, 

archaeological, architectural, and historical data, includ-

ing analysis of building materials, structural engineering 



criteria, written and oral and iconographic sources and 

photography”. So what we're looking for here, even if 
we're using the digital representation of the site, is we 

want a solid base of data and information to preset. It's the 

basis for the visual representation of the site itself. So, this 

is a knowledge. 

Then again, our concern, I think the concern of the 

World Heritage world, UNESCO, ICOMOS has been re-

ally, from the beginning, focused on this idea of preser-

vation by rehabilitation, restoration and reconstruction. 

Reconstruction again, it's one of those terms that people 

discuss the meaning of and argue about on and on. It's 

interesting that the Venice Charter actually predates the 

World Heritage Convention. It came out in 1964. And in 

1966, we have this enormous floods in some of the 

world's most beautiful cities including Venice and Flor-

ence. Now, the Venice Charter had told us in 1964 a cou-

ple of really influential things. One is that: “The intention 
in conserving and restoring monuments is to safeguard 

them no less as works of art than as historical evidence”. 
So you rely upon the physical remains as evidence. Also: 

“The conservation of a monument implies preserving a 

setting which is not out of scale. Wherever the traditional 

setting exists, it must be kept. No new construction, dem-

olition or modification which would alter the relations of 

mass and color must be allowed”. So again, really the 

idea of authenticity being tied with physicality is just re-

inforced with statements like that.  

And then we have this where we find places that are 

not built of stone as are the cathedrals of Europe or sites, 

the Mayan sites in South America. A lot of places in 

many regions of the world, they preferred building mate-

rial stone. Not always the case in Japan, for example. So, 

we have the “Historic Monuments of Ancient Nara”. 

Nara, they're constructed of wood which is not as durable 

as stone. So, in the brief statement of synthesis of the Out-

standing Universal Value actually, this is held as some-

thing admirable. The statement is given the Kasuga-Tai-
sha Shinto Shrine has maintained its traditional routine 

reconstruction. So, it's not just the materials, it's the way 

the materials are used. And the materials, for example, 

come from the same sacred forest that have been used to 

reconstruct these shrines for a very long time. And some 

of shrines are thousands of years early. So we have this 

new idea of authenticity that deals with not just physical 

remains, but intangible culture and tradition in the conti-

nuities of that. And that was some of the stuff that led to 

the development of the “Nara Document on Authentic-

ity”.  

This is affected let’s say the primary source of guid-
ance for World Heritage Sites and inscription of World 

Heritage Sites, which is the Operational Guidelines for 

World Heritage Convention. And they admit of things 

like traditions and techniques and management systems, 

then even languages and other forms of intangible herit-

age. So they mention that, but also the Section 86, they 

say “In relation to authenticity, the reconstruction of ar-
chaeological remains or historic buildings or districts is 

justifiable only in exceptional circumstances”. I wonder 
why, in the next part here “Reconstruction is acceptable 
only on the basis of complete and detailed documentation 

and to no extent on conjecture”.  

So, does this mean the seibi is incompatible with au-

thenticity? I don't think so. This is my opinion actually, I 

wrote this opinion back in 1994 after my experience of 

visiting the Jomon sites in Japan. At the time I was visit-

ing a number of sites on the Japanese tentative list, but 

went back to the Jomon sites many times because they're 

amazing sites. And of course, this idea was really front 

and center. They had constructed what perhaps you’d 
mystically termed “shelters” for the archaeological sites 
because these archaeological sites were built from not du-

rable materials. And after a very long time, there was 

nothing left of them. There was just a field. There was no 

trace and you had to excavate to find the site. Well then, 

how do you interpret that? And so, the idea was hatched 

to come up with the “shelters” or “models” that would 
provide the basis for explaining what had been there to 

visitors, for engaging in visitors. We wrote an opinion 

about this back in 1994. We can circulate that if anybody 

is interested in. So, this is where interpretation meets 

preservation. And again, this was addressed by the 

ICAHM opinion 2014. Argument in it is that what is done 

and what was done at the Jomon sites. The sites, I think 

it's a great example of what we're talking about here 

pretty did respect the Venice Charter because they took 

from a really rich and rigorous base of data and infor-



mation. They were somewhere constructed as archaeo-

logical experiments. Sites were excavated. And then on 

the basis of the findings they were reconstructed. They 

were left for a couple of years in some cases and then 

burn down and then left for a couple of more years and 

re-excavated to see if the excavation in the second time 

gave us the yield of the same kinds of information data as 

the original excavations. So, this is very rigorous investi-

gation providing rich source of data. It's very important 

that there's a database. Also important none of the origi-

nal archaeological materials were damaged by these 

models or these replicas. Archaeology is a inevitably de-

structive process. So things are destroyed but they’re doc-
umented and that mitigates the destruction. And so, when 

the models or the shelters were put back in place, quick 

care was taken not to disturb what was remaining of the 

original archaeological materials. The relevance denom-

ination is this. Again, in the United States, the Western 

World, in the United States for sure, I can tell you that 

because I was with the U.S. National Park Service for 

many years, we do separate treatment from presentation, 

even though we pride ourselves on interpretation and 

presentation. They're inseparable. I mean you have to 

have excellent presentation, interpretation in order to 

have effective management because interpretation’s not 
just telling nice stories, it's not even just educating the vis-

itors but also engaging the visitors. It’s necessary for 
them to become advocates for the site or else. Certainly 

local community, but everyone who visits at site really 

needs to become an advocate for the site. And that en-

sures the sustainability of the site. So, even though we 

don't formally recognized in a single document, the treat-

ment over here and the presentation over there and the 

interpretation, they really are part of the same thing. This 

is what we tried to break out in our opinion back in 2014. 

So now, even though seibi may not translate precisely 

into English, in my opinion and I would argue and I have 

argued that you can be compatible with the objectives of 

the World Heritage Convention, if it follows these four 

provisors. First, that it does not disturb archaeological de-

posits that were left undamaged or undisturbed by previ-

ous archaeological excavation. And secondly, that the ar-

chaeological research, the original research provided a 

rich source of data and information, reliable information 

that guides the construction of the replica. Third, that 

these replicas are clearly identified as being physical rep-

resentations that contain no, little original fabric we want 

to be deceptive. And finally, we have to acknowledge that 

they are an important element in the preservation site un-

til they should be preserved for research. It says the fasci-

nating conversation. Seibi is fascinating concept. I think 

it does bring a lot of interesting ideas together in an im-

portant way. And I look forward to further discussion. 

Thank you so much. 

 



































:  Thank you very much, Mr. Nishi. So thank you 

very much for all of you joining our discussion tonight or 

it's morning or... So I was asked to be a facilitator for this 

session. This is Session 2. So I would like to follow the 

discussion points sent to you before from Mr. Nishi. First, 

I would like to start from the Session 1. Session 1 already 

distributed. There were four presentations, two about 

Japanese case studies and two from Mr. McCallum and 

from Mr. Comer. Thank you very much. And so the pre-

senters of two presentations from Japan, they are not here. 

So I would like to start from your comments or questions 

to those two Japanese presenters. The first one by Mr. 

Takada, he presented about his site. It's a Jomon prehis-

toric residential site. And the second by Mr. Yoshioka is 

about the medieval or in the fortification and the residen-

tial regional headquarters site. So both, basically, all [that 

is] remaining is underground archaeological site. So 

based on archaeological excavations, they did very thor-

ough archaeological studies. And based on that, they 

were in charge of how to manage the site and how to pre-

sent the site to the visitors. So I would like to ask [for] 

your comments or questions about these presentations by 

Mr. Takada and Mr. Yoshioka. How about that? 

:  Yes. I was thinking a lot about the Goshono 

site and the presentation by Mr. Takada. And I mean, it 

seemed to me, it's quite instructive because it combines 

the notion of preserving the site with interpreting the site, 

reconstructing the landscape, and yet using the site as a 

venue for scientific endeavour and further investigation 

through quite an unusual process of intervention. I mean, 

it's really very unusual to reconstruct and then destroy in 

order to under-stand the process of destruction for the rest 

of the site. And I was thinking about that in terms of the 

framework that we use in World Heritage, which looks 

at retaining the attributes of a property that contribute to 

its Outstanding Universal Value. And it struck me that 

obviously the Outstanding Universal Value of this prop-

erty has been retained because it's included on the serial 

nomination and the serial inscription of Jomon sites 

which has occurred at the most recent Committee session. 

So it served to me as a reminder that while it is a very 

unusual and engaging case study with some unexpected 

approaches. Actually, it's kept the very attributes of the 

site that are important to its heritage value. So I think it's 

a very good conservation outcome as well as an ex-

tremely good outcome for academics and visitors. 

:  Thank you very much. You said that it retains 

the attributes? 

:  Yes. 

:  So I'd like to ask the details later. So next is Mr. 

McCallum? 

: Thank you. Just picking up on that, I mean, 

I think Mr. Takada's example, I found very interesting. I 

think one of the things, in fact both of them show a really 

good way that the archaeology, the initial archaeological 

phase is connected through and thought through in rela-

tion to interpretation how visitors might experience that. 

And what was clear from both presentations is how much 

careful thought had been done in that and also the inte-

gration between the different phases. And I think some-

times in the UK, perhaps we discover a site, we want to 

do the excavation, and perhaps we worry less about how 

the public might enjoy it at that time and more about we 

worry about that later on in the process. So I think, for me, 

that was one of the lessons, that kind of integrated ap-

proach, which I think is a really good approach to take. I 

guess the question I have in my mind, and I've looked at 

the notes a couple of times for both sites, is about exactly 

how the reconstructions took place. And I understand that 

they were complete reconstructions because I suppose, in 

the United Kingdom generally, if we do reconstruction, 

we tend to do it off site, fairly close but not on the site. 

And I think it was in Mr. Takada's presentation where he 

talked about the importance of understanding the original 

location and the exact position of the constructions and 

why they were there. And I can understand the logic 

therefore in wanting to do some reconstruction in that 

precise location if that's where it took place. I guess my 

worry is whether, in doing the reconstruction, you do 

some damage and lose some evidence for what was there 

originally. Because as science develops and our abilities 

to understand archaeological sites increase over the years, 

then I suppose my worry is whether there's evidence be-

ing lost that might be retained if reconstruction took place 



somewhere else. But I accept absolutely from the public's 

point of view. And after all, why do we do this stuff? We 

do a lot of it for the public to help them understand and 

appreciate what's important to their culture and their her-

itage or somebody else's culture. And it makes more 

sense to do things in situ, in the place. So in that sense, 

you can argue it is more authentic. So I think it raised a 

lot of interesting thoughts in my mind. Some of them I 

found quite challenging, but equally I could see that there 

was another way that in the United Kingdom would be 

really hard to persuade people to agree to it. But never-

theless, I felt there was a lot of logic in that. 

:  Thank you very much. So it was in the how to 

damage to the archaeological evidences. Basically I un-

derstand there was already buried, and on top of that, not 

to damaging the archaeological evidence underground 

and built on top of that. That is the basic conditions what 

we allow such kind of presentations, interpretations. So 

Douglas visited the site many times. So you know well 

about those sites. 

:  Yeah. And so I think the presentation really 

makes a strong argument for bearing in mind the eventual 

interpretation of the site. As a matter of fact, it's occurred 

to me that typically in the United States, in most places 

we do a research design and we're supposed to be think-

ing about the questions that we want to address and what 

we want to recover, how that's going to be used. I men-

tioned that in the guidelines that are used, let's say, by the 

U.S. National Park Service, which is the lead preserva-

tion organization in the United States, there is not that in-

tegration. There's the physical treatment of the site, guid-

ance for restoration, which we don't do but we actually 

do, and stabilization, that sort of thing. Then you have a 

totally separate document that deals with interpretation. 

And as an archaeologist, I have to say it's always rather 

disturbed me because many archaeological sites are not 

above ground, they're not made out of stone. So if you 

really want to represent the past, I mean the full spectrum 

of what happened in the past, you've got to figure out 

some way to present this to the public. The public doesn't 

really read archaeological reports. They don't necessarily 

read journals and they certainly don't just read the archae-

ological reports that are typically written after an excava-

tion for whatever organization has sponsored the excava-

tion. So the only real way to get information about, again, 

the things that have happened in the past that are really 

part of the whole human story is to provide some kind of 

physical representation of that. And as I mentioned be-

fore, I think that the thinking in the US definitely is going 

to be geared toward heading in that direction, the kind of 

things that we're talking about that were presented. I don't 

really see that it's a major problem to do the sorts of things 

that were done at the Jomon sites, to interpret them, be-

cause again, the archaeological investigation had already 

been done and whatever damage to the archaeological 

record occurred is part of the collateral damage of doing 

archaeology. I don't think that the representation, the 

physical representation, of what was excavated neces-

sarily has to damage the remaining archaeological re-

sources at all. So I think that this makes a very good case 

for all of that. 

:  Thank you very much. So how about other 

sites, Mr. Yoshioka’s site? Do you have some comments 

on those sites? The other one. The medieval fortification 

site. Maybe Jomon site was Richard and after Richard, 

McCallum. Please Mackay, Richard. 

"(Douglas Comer: You're muted.) 

:  Yes. I'm sorry. The muting is the curse of 

the pandemic. But, Look, Perhaps before going on to the 

Ichijodani site, could I just comment? We should remem-

ber that for many of these places, the process of the ar-

chaeological investigation itself is a destructive process. 

So there isn't this binary choice between no disturbance 

or destruction and preservation. And the kind of recon-

struction activities that we've been considering in these 

case studies sometimes fall in between, because they may 

involve some consequences for the site and its intactness 

and integrity in terms of physical change, but they may 

also provide protection and preservation opportunities. 

And it seems to me that the Ichijodani site was an evolv-

ing example of that with different types of interpretation 

and presentation, a more holistic landscape approach, 

which enabled different parts of the site to be treated in 

different manners. And it seemed to me that it did cer-

tainly in the two-dimensional parts of the site where treat-

ments of paving and associated interpretation were used 

to convey the messages, it did seem to me that that was 

striking a good balance between preserving intact subsur-

face archaeological features and yet making the site ac-

cessible and informative for visitors. Where I did begin 



to have some concerns was when Mr. Yoshioka moved 

into talking about some of the reconstructions, because if 

I understood the presentation correctly, they are con-

sistent with the available evidence, but there's actually not 

enough evidence to say that this is an authoritative and 

authentic reconstruction. So there is a speculative ele-

ment. And I find myself wondering about some of the 

points that Doug Comer made in his presentation about 

the need to base reconstruction on adequate information 

and be very clear in the communication to visitors about 

what is real and authentic and what is not real and authen-

tic. And I was not confident that this was the case with 

some of the hypothetical reconstructions of the more ex-

tensive buildings. 

:  Thank you very much. There were also Japa-

nese concerns about the accuracy of the reconstructions. 

I would like to pick up this issue, but as a next discussion 

point, how accurate the reconstruction of... In particular, 

you are talking about these architectural reconstruction, 

architectural styles and other details. So more natural en-

vironment reconstruction is based on excavated or was in 

the natural materials. It's maybe better than in those kinds 

of architectural reconstructions. So that means what kind 

methods we are employing will be explained by Japanese 

experts later. So I will go back definitely about those hy-

pothesis reconstruction issues. So Duncan, you wanted to 

speak about. 

:  Thank you. Yes. I think Richard makes 

an important thing, that there's a, in a sense, we can never 

make a reconstruction that's 100% accurate, even if, for 

example, we had somebody who illegally knocked down 

a public house which was built in the 1920s and they 

were required as punishment in effect to reconstruct that 

building exactly. But even so I'm sure some of the... I did-

n't check, but I'm sure some of the details are not quite 

right. It's kind of largely correct. So I suppose in my mind, 

the accuracy point is that you can never be 100% accurate 

if you try to copy something. And then in a way, I guess 

it partly depends on your character or your depth of 

knowledge about how accurate does it need to be before 

it's acceptable. And I think for the general public proba-

bly they're less concerned about the accuracy than aca-

demics might be. If the general public go away with a 

good understanding of the kind of building, in general 

terms the kind of materials, then I think that's probably 

okay. And in a way, the academics, people like us, can 

carry on arguing about the fine detail and over the years 

and decades can correct those when the reconstruction 

has to be reconstructed one more time because it's wear-

ing out. So I think there's a danger that people like me can 

get too fixated on not doing anything unless it's 100% ac-

curate. I suppose the other point with all these sorts of 

sites is that the context inevitably will have changed. The 

site is being used in a very different way from the way it 

was at the same time. You go to archaeological sites these 

days and normally the grass is lovely and short and care-

fully manicured. And the site will be nothing like that, 

any of sites, wherever they are. And it's quite hard to get 

that balance between the environment being accurate. 

Even if the huts or the structures are reasonably accurate, 

then my guess is a lot of it would have been mud most of 

the time, dry earth around these sites. So I think there's 

another element in there to consider. But I think for me, 

one of the things in the UK in recent years that the gov-

ernment requires us to think about when we're deciding 

what to do with structures such as the ones we're talking 

about today or buildings is to think about public benefit. 

So there's a heritage consideration about accuracy and 

potential damage and those sorts of things. But we are 

required to think about the public benefit, the benefit to 

the wider public, not the experts, that comes from the 

work that somebody wants to do, an organization wants 

to do. And I think these examples, and the second one 

particularly, I felt the public benefit there was considera-

ble. And in that sense, I think the public will go away 

much better informed about these kinds of buildings. 

They will think more about how they were lived in at the 

time, but also they'll think about how archaeologists do 

things, what an excavated site looks like, what a recon-

structed site looks like. And it's quite good having those 

close to one another. In the UK, you're more likely to find 

those two things separated. So I think interesting lessons 

again from the second case study. Thank you. 

:  Thank you very much. Douglas, do you have 

some comment for the second one or the... Yeah. 

:  Yes. So, I mean this is really interesting be-

cause now we're talking about durable materials and all 

that. And there's been so much anastylosis all over the 



world, in Turkey and in Greece, in Peru and you name it, 

I mean, where we're dealing with physical structures. 

And yeah, it doesn't matter in a way. Whatever you do, it 

is not going to really represent what was there or what 

was being used. I mean brick buildings were painted. 

Now, if you painted one, everybody would say, "What is 

that?" It's something that they wouldn't expect. So I mean 

there's a concept of attribution, I think. And it’s similar to 
if you write something, I mean, you need to cite your 

sources and let people know how you came up with 

whatever it is you're presenting and try to make that as 

convincing as possible. But also, if we were really honest 

about all of this, we would just tell people, “this is a rep-
resentation and it's here because it's going to be very dif-

ficult for anybody to understand what was happening un-

less we have this physical representation”. And yes, we'll 
try to use the original materials and do the best job that 

we can. There's another thing that people don't talk about, 

which is that if you have a structure, that structure was 

not static, almost always. It doesn't matter how long it 

was used. It's not as though that someone built it and it 

never changed. And the longer it was used, the more it 

changed. So if you're talking about putting it back to-

gether, you're faced with this really terrible decision, 

which is, what period am I going to use? And I won't 

name the sites, but I have seen anastylosis in operation, 

and I've seen walls that didn't belong to the time period 

of interest just bulldozed away, thrown into ravines. It's 

kind of something that we don't want to talk about, but 

it's a trade-off. I mean, it's a trade-off. I think as profes-

sionals, we're obligated to let people know how we came 

up with the representation that they're visiting, that they're 

looking at, that they're experiencing. And I think they'll 

accept that. If it were just a matter of using digital repre-

sentations as opposed to trying to do this physically, it 

would be one thing, but it does not have the impact, it 

doesn't provide the same kind of experience. It just 

doesn't. And we've talked a little bit about this in the past. 

I mean, if you walk through a site that's been put back 

together and you see the clouds go by and you see the 

different light, it's the kind of experience that people can 

associate digital, they know it's digital. They can sit at 

home and look at their computer and see all the digital 

representations that they want. So it's a matter of being 

honest, I think. It's like the oath that doctors take. Try not 

to do any harm. First, do no harm. But if you have to have 

an operation, there's going to be some disruption there 

and you just need to explain to people what's happened. 

It's not a perfect process by any means. It's an interesting 

process. There might even be opportunities to interpret 

the process that people would find interesting, but you try 

to be as honest as you possibly can and draw from all the 

information sources that you can. But I think profession-

ally, it's an ethical issue to let people know how it was 

done and how the decisions are made somewhere. 

:  So thank you very much. It seems that is in the 

Japanese approach to the archaeological sites and in par-

ticular it's interpretation where it's unusual for you to do 

in such ways. And in Japan archaeological sites are found 

by saying that the time of development. Well, that devel-

opment was in our developers obligated to do in some 

archaeological excavations, then found about that and to 

the protection and the designation study. So archaeologi-

cal excavation is necessary to find the value to do that. So 

probably minimum archaeological excavation done 

enough for the authorities to decide how much, how wide 

it would be designated and the others. Then after that, 

there was in a local municipal or regional government ar-

chaeologist quite was in a professional team of archaeol-

ogists are there and to decide to how manage. Otherwise, 

these interpretations, those sites are just plain field. So 

nothing on top of that. So somehow some kind of inter-

pretation on top of that is necessary. But the Japanese are 

very aware of that, this kind of reconstruction, how much 

accurate and authenticity, is aware of that. So that means, 

I was saying that I'm very much interested in what is in 

the attribute to be found in this kind of underground ar-

chaeological site, those things. So we are already going 

through to the second discussion point, which means the 

physical scale model or interpretations. I don't want to say 

it's reconstruction. Reconstruction to be used for the other 

sites to more recent period, which means all those periods 

where the records are clearer, well remained. So this is 

more underground archaeological sites and not so much 

as the evidence is found. So how to interpret or how to 

manage the site, which means basically if it's for doing 

nothing, then it's in plain field. So I would like to ask your 

opinion about what is in, how deal with this kind of full 

scale model. How do we think about it and for the future 

of that? But before that, at this moment, I would like to 

ask Japanese participants' opinions at this point. How 

about Tomoda-san or Ichihara-san? 



:  Yes. Okay. Thank you very much. In my 

understanding, the case studies, two case studies, we in-

troduced this time are from Japan, are kind of the model 

students. They are one of the best practices in what we 

think. And frankly speaking, they're not the typical case 

of the “seibi” in Japanese archaeological sites. But the 

common features are... For example, there are many 

cases [in which] archaeological sites are found in the 

midst of very urban conditions, circumstances. But this 

time we introduced two case studies from very natural 

surroundings, very good environmental conditions. Both 

of them are from such locations. The basic concepts of 

the ”seibi” common to these two cases are representation 

or recovery of the ancient atmosphere or environmental 

setting of the site, and to make the visitors understand bet-

ter what the ancient living site looked like. I think this is 

the basic concept. So the replication or the real size model 

of the building is an element of the overall representation 

or the recovery of the ancient atmosphere. This is my un-

derstanding. So even in case without making such a 

building model, maybe you can make a sort of represen-

tation of the ancient atmosphere to the visitors. But I want 

to ask the international experts: if you don't allow to make 

such a real scale model in situ, what kind of alternative 

means can be accepted? This is my question. 

:  So are there any answers? 

:  To be sure I understand, when you talk about 

alternative means, are you talking about means alterna-

tive to the full-scale modelling? 

:  Yeah. 

:  Yeah. Okay. Well, something, that's been ef-

fective in other places in terms of trying to explain what 

happened at a site or what a structure is used for and that 

sort of thing, is you make a half-scale or a quarter-scale 

or a smaller model for the visitor centre. And people look 

at that. Or you may make a model of some important el-

ement in the structure. That can be very effective. The 

other thing, if you do a solid terrain model, if you have 

LIDAR data for example, that really gives you this pre-

cise surface model that includes the structures. And you 

put that in a visitor centre, people love that. And then they 

have the picture of the site in their head and they can walk 

around it. It's a different experience from being there 

looking at a physical representation of a single structure 

or a group of structures. And maybe [it] doesn't take the 

place of it really, but it certainly enhances the visitor's un-

derstanding if you use models like that. And they don't 

even have to be big models. They don't even have to be a 

quarter-scale. It can be small scale. And then also, espe-

cially with the technologies that we have available today 

like LIDAR, I mean if you put it on the landscape, they 

just get it. And people can interpret that. People can point 

to a structure. They can point to the relationships among 

structures or some feature on the environment. It's very 

effective. It's a very effective interpretive device. I don't 

know that it necessarily replaces a physical model on site 

but it's a very, very powerful way to convey understand-

ing of what the site was all about. It really gives them the 

context. And then they walk out on the site and they've 

got that in their head. Sometimes they walk back and look 

at this again. And it just all comes together. And we can 

do that now, I mean the LIDAR service, it's not that hard 

anymore. And it's really not that hard to make these three-

dimensional models. I just mentioned that. 

:  I understand that in England, in the UK, ba-

sically you don't allow to build the full-scale model in situ. 

What is the fundamental reason for that? 

:  How many hours do we have to talk 

about this? I think several reasons; I'll just put one or two 

of them. I won't bore you for too long. First of all, I guess, 

the philosophy of heritage and how we protect heritage. 

And I suppose in the UK we have more ruins that are 

stone rather than earth. And it's only, I guess, in the mid-

dle of the 20th century onwards perhaps that we got better 

at understanding and appreciating and being able to gain 

a lot of information about earth structures. So I suppose 

in the second half of the 19th century there was quite a 

strong movement because so many stone buildings, 

places of worship, churches and castles were being re-

constructed in a very, now we would say, ill-informed 

way. The intention was good. They were trying to give a 

sense of the original feel of the place, but people didn't 

worry too much about the detailing. And I think in many 

ways the underlying concern, that we still have in this 

country, is trying to make sure that doesn't happen again. 

Now, the public on the other hand so Windsor Castle or 

St. Paul's Cathedral which was bombed in the Second 

World War reconstructed to a significant degree, I don't 

think the public care too much about that. They get the 

message that there's been some reconstruction, but what 



they enjoy is something close to the original concept. So 

I think in a way it's maybe the academics, and the profes-

sionals who worry about it more. So I think that's one of 

the underlying factors why we are more worried about 

that sort of thing. I think in terms of reconstruction, think-

ing now about earth buildings and perhaps sites that are 

important, but not like Stonehenge, not the most im-

portant sites in the country, a lot of those will be in private 

ownership. Like some of these examples, you have a de-

velopment proposal, suddenly there's some initial inves-

tigation done, you realize there's an important site there, 

often that site won't end up in public hands, it will remain 

in private hands, or it might be owned by a charitable trust. 

And the fact is, there's not much money in there, and there 

may be some sources of funding, but reconstruction is 

very expensive. So there's an economic argument to say 

interpretation, and minimal work, has a lot to do with a 

pragmatic approach. And I guess the third point is a very 

recent one, which is about, I'm not a digital-first person, I 

wasn't brought up in the digital world, but I think we've 

worried for years about how we engage with younger 

people, and how can we get younger people involved in 

heritage in a deeper way. And for them, digital is just an-

other dimension to their world, in a way that's not so in-

tuitive to older people like me. So I think the modelling 

that Douglas was talking about, and the ability to show 

people phases of the development of a site through digital 

means, is a really powerful way of conveying infor-

mation as much information as people want or as little as 

they want. And also in that way it shows the evolution of 

a site. So it's not just we are conserving and reconstruct-

ing the best phase, the high phase, whatever it might be. 

It allows you to show layers and how the site started quite 

small, and then it got bigger, and then there was a catas-

trophe, and then it started again but in a slightly different 

place. So I think potentially the digital approach does 

give you a much more layered approach. And because of 

the way that the information is stored, you can access that 

information in so many different ways. You can do a ver-

sion for children, you can do a version for adults. And I 

suppose there's a danger, much as I like reconstructions, 

and much as I enjoy visiting them, that a physical recon-

struction just gives you one snapshot at the point that, we 

think now, is the most important part or the most interest-

ing part whereas sometimes it's actually the evolution that 

may be as interesting as the high point. 

:  In my understanding, one of the good 

points in building the real scale replica of the ancient 

building is that it's a very powerful means to attract peo-

ple to go to the site and make them experience the atmos-

phere of the ancient site. And in my understanding, the 

digital technology has not yet reached to that level at this 

moment. 

:  Thank you Tomodo-san, and Duncan. So how 

about Ichihara-san, do you have some comments? Be-

cause you are in charge of the nationwide management 

of our archaeological sites at the National Agency for 

Cultural Affairs. 

:  Thank you, Inaba-san. But I think Richard 

has some question or something, Richard? 

:  Okay, Richard, please. 

:  Yes, perhaps before we leave Tomoda-san's 

questions, I think the big point that I would like to make 

is that these are all choices, and there's not a correct model 

and an incorrect model, and a correct approach and an 

incorrect approach. And even with the same set of infor-

mation, different managers and different countries and 

cultures will make different decisions. But ultimately it's 

very important to be mindful of the site circumstances, 

not only the heritage values and the attributes that con-

tribute to the heritage values, but also the practical con-

servation requirements or the physical and political set-

ting, the expectations of authorities and visitors. And so 

these things often come together in a site management 

decision about placing a reconstruction or placing an in-

terpretive device. And the one thing I would say though, 

I mean, many of the historic cultural ruins that we talk 

about do have standing structures already, and it's often 

that there is physical evidence, masonry or other standing 

ruins, that are present and enable a story to be told. The 

ones that are very challenging are the ones that are en-

tirely subsurface. And of course, earthen and timber 

structures are more numerous amongst them because of 

what happens during the process of time. And so then 

there becomes an issue of a value judgment between the 

integrity of the archaeological resource and the interpre-

tive ability of the structure. And in some cases, if you re-

construct away from the physical remains themselves, it's 

possible to get the best of both worlds to have the recon-

struction and have the site conserved. But sometimes, 

and I think the Goshono site that we looked at in one of 



the case studies is an example, it's actually a place that is 

not only important because of what it is but also because 

of where it is. So I think that the values-based approach, 

that was mentioned a number of times in the First Session, 

of understanding why the site is important and respond-

ing to those values, is a foundational platform for good 

decision-making across a number of the charters and 

principles that we've all come to use. The final comment 

I'd make is that I think in fact technology is fast catching 

up with us. And it's not only the LIDAR. There's the 

three-dimensional laser technologies. And I know that 

Duncan McCallum used the example of the Mithraeum 

in London in his presentation. I think the most engaging 

archaeological site that I have visited, was just a couple 

of years ago in the United Kingdom, in Bath at the Ro-

man remains where it was possible to visit the original 

archaeological footings, and see them as footings, and 

then be able to have a technology turn on, and have the 

building reconstructed before you three-dimensionally, 

with people using the site, actors there as holograms, ac-

tually using the site. And there was a very emotive and 

visceral reaction to the fact that I'm in the real authentic 

place, and there isn't damage to the original remains, and 

yet here I can see a reconstruction in front of me. And it 

seems to me that that technology offers the best of both 

of those opportunities and worlds. 

:  Can I just come back? I've now remem-

bered my point. Apologies, I forgot it earlier on. Mr. 

Masahiko's question, and it was about the reconstruction, 

and why in this country we're nervous about it. And I 

think for me on reflection, one of those points is that we 

are not as good in this country about the total integrated 

management approach because most sites tend to be not 

all of them but most of them managed by heritage pro-

fessionals of some kind. And the key decisions tend to be 

made by heritage professionals, not by visitor people who 

do visitor management. And that separation, I think, is 

probably one of the main reasons why the approaches are 

different. And I think that that's changing, and there's a 

lot of crossover. I'm not trying to say that people who are 

academic will never allow reconstruction and equally 

visitor attraction people don't care about the heritage and 

the accuracy. But I think the centre point is shifting more 

towards recognizing that reconstruction does help, or 

some form of reconstruction does help people appreciate 

and enjoy things. So I think that's probably why we have 

a long history of sites being run by government organiza-

tions like English Heritage or the National Trust which is 

a private charity that has quite a traditional approach. 

Whereas now perhaps, some of the smaller sites, and 

Bath's a good example of it, a different kind of site. I don't 

know who owns it, is it a charitable trust or the city coun-

cil? I'm not sure. But maybe they have opportunities to 

try slightly more different approaches because I suspect 

they better integrate the visitor experience thinking along 

with the archaeological thinking.  

:  Even in case of the Japanese “seibi”, the 
real scale representation of the building is only one 

choice among many possibilities. But, in my understand-

ing, the final decision whether or not to go is done by the 

case-by-case basis. Of course, I understand that the real 

scale replica is a very powerful means of the transmitting, 

or conveying, the meaning or value of the site to the vis-

itors. But at the same time, it has a very big risk to mis-

leading the people. You already mentioned about how it 

cannot be 100% accurate, so that kind of a risk is always 

accompanying with this kind of large scale, I don't want 

to use the term “reconstruction, but replica making. So 
my position is just, I want to have a more concrete, or 

clearer, basis for such kind of a decision making, whether 

not we should go. This is my basic. 

:  Sorry, Mr. Tomoda is an architect, and have 

experience to do this kind of- 

:  Yes, yes. 

:  Management, or interpretation projects. So that 

means he is really concerned about this and how to do 

this. Okay, moving to Ichihara-san. 

:  Thank you. Yes, and one more, as Tomoda-

san said, I think the lastly decision maker will be the site 

manager in the local government, and there's many vari-

ous ways to present these sites. But still concerning the in 
situ model and the 3D presentation, what is the point of 

presenting them on the site and in situ? Especially for the 

archaeological site which only have the underground 

component, that means the relationship between the at-

tributes and the value, be-cause I think that place and the 

location is also the attributes of the site. And the reason 

why I ask this question is that many work site managers 

think that building large information centre, or the guid-

ance facility, near the site is sufficient for conveying the 

value, as well as the easy management of the site. So how 



can I think this relationship between the attributes of the 

archaeological site which only have the underground 

component? That's my question. 

:  I guess, if you'd like me to say something, I'll 

try to keep it brief. In archaeology, linguistics, and every-

thing else in life, context is everything right? So this is 

why people have a concern about putting things back 

where they were because they were there on that land-

scape at that location for a reason in relationship to the 

environmental resources or the constraints im-posed by 

the environment. And so if you move a site, you lose that. 

I think depending on the site that you're dealing with, the 

structure that you're dealing with, that can be more or less 

important, but in general it is very important. And of 

course, then you get into this issue of, well, you may put 

it back in the same location, but now the environment has 

changed. And that happens. But there are efforts in many 

places to restore the environment to its original condition. 

Just a quick ex-ample would be Civil War sites in the 

United States because where the fencerows were, and 

where the buildings were, and all these things played a 

huge role in what transpired during this conflict. So if you 

lose that, you don't really understand what happened. 

You don't understand the dynamics of that site. So some-

times you have to really also focus on thinking or doing 

research that deals with what the environment was like 

when the site was occupied. I mean, that's the idea. The 

idea of putting whatever the structure, reconstructing of 

subterranean site or whatever in the same place that's why. 

And that can be very important. It depends on the site, but 

in general it's important. So, that is important. 

:  Okay, thanks. Thank you very much. To 

my understanding, to think about the change of the envi-

ronment of the site is also important, an important thing 

to deliver to the public. Is that what the main point you 

want to say? Is it true? Is it correct? 

:  Yes, indeed. And if you can replicate the en-

vironment, in some way it makes a much stronger inter-

pretive experience. 

:  Yeah, yeah. That's right. Thank you, that's 

important point, I think. 

:  Can I just contribute quickly there? To say, 

I think also the physical nature of the site, its iconic status 

and visitation demands can also affect these decisions. I 

mean, there are a number of iconic prehistoric sites 

especially around the world, and I'm thinking places like 

Lascaux in France where it's actually necessary to do 

some form of replication, and visitor centre, and interpre-

tation, separate from the remains themselves. The Grot-

toes at Dunhuang in Western China at Mogao would be 

another example of this. And even to some extent, Stone-

henge is an example where the visitor has a better expe-

rience, and the site has less impact because a lot of the 

information is conveyed in a wonderful visitor's centre. 

And then there's a separate quick experience to have a 

look at the real thing. And so the impact of the visitation 

management and the threat of the visitors to physical con-

servation are also very relevant considerations. 

:  Can I just follow that up very quickly if I 

may? First of all on the Stone-henge work, because that's 

a really good one which I think actually, having the visi-

tor centre some distance away from the stones. I think it 

has helped considerably in the managing of the visitor ex-

perience. Because before you parked right next to the site, 

you paid your money, and everybody piled into the site, 

and it wasn't a very pleasant experience. Now we've man-

aged to, it's not me, the English Heritage and the National 

Trust have managed to spread out the visitors. And you 

appreciate the landscape much more than you ever did 

before because you are encouraged either to take a land 

train or to walk. And the first time I went there after the 

visitor centre opened, it completely transformed my ex-

perience of that site because I appreciated it wasn't just 

some stones, it was the whole landscape I was looking at. 

And I began to understand for the first time all the differ-

ent complex elements of the site. Anyway, that wasn't the 

point I was going to make, but my main point was just to 

pick up Douglas's one which is about trying to recreate 

the environment. I agree with you in practice, although 

my worry is that the environment in which these con-

structions were taking place. If we think about timber 

huts, my guess is that the environment would've been 

changing all the time, and I guess they would've been 

chopping down the trees generally around the place they 

were living in and slowly clearing the land. And then 

there may be some kind of environmental disaster. So my 

worry is that so many sites, these days anyway, are af-

fected by urban development, by noise, by whatever, that 

there's a danger sometimes in imagining that there was a 

fixed environmental surroundings in which these things 

took place. But I think all of that can be dealt with through 



interpretation in all sorts of different ways not just with 

metal signs and things but through iPhones and other 

ways of doing it. But I suppose for me, it's that often the 

importance of a site is the fact that it does change over 

time rather than it's a fixed thing that we're trying to show 

people at one point in time. But there isn't a perfect ap-

proach, and in a way, whatever model you take, if you 

are consistent, if you explain what you are doing, and if 

you're honest about the bits that you're not showing or the 

bits that were there later that have been removed, and that 

information is there for people to look at if they want to, 

then I think that's another perfectly valid way of ap-

proaching a site. 

:  Thank you very much, I understood very 

well. Thank you very much. 

:  Thank you very much. So in Japan, is the na-

tionally recognized archaeological sites. They are availa-

ble in fundings from the national government. And a cer-

tain amount of national fundings are there, and they are a 

local team of well-trained archaeologists. So that means 

if the site management is being developed so far, what is 

in Goshono and Ichijodani are best examples. Those are 

the results of then a long history of our approach to pre-

historic archaeological sites, where only the fields are 

there and nothing on the surface. All our archaeological 

sites are sub-surface. So those are [the] total [of] the an-

swer of all the kind of requirements of political of course, 

and the site management and others. So as Richard told 

before about that, was in the result of the total [of] the 

answer to all requirements what we have. So probably 

Japanese archaeologists would like to know this kind of 

approach is very rare in the world. At least it seems very 

unique, as mentioned, you cannot find such examples in 

England, if I understand. How about the other areas of the 

world? Do you know some examples, or Japanese ap-

proach is unique, or unusual? Japanese archaeologists 

would like to know such kind of things. What are we do-

ing? 

:  A quick comment, okay. Just a very quick 

comment. Back in the early 20th century, late 19th cen-

tury, anastylosis was really the thing. And so they were 

doing ”seibi”. They didn't know it, they didn't call it that, 
but they just said, "We've got to interpret this thing, and 

here's some stuff, and we're going to put it together and 

everybody will come," and they did. They'd come to 

Pergamon, they'd come to Aphrodisias. I mean, if you put 

the site back together, people are going to come and look 

at it. And so that was really the driver. I mean that was 

the driver. The idea is here we have this potential asset, 

economic asset, cultural asset, and we're going to do it. 

And the way we do it is we put it back together. I don't 

think that there was any manifesto that said that, it was 

just the way the politics and the economics worked out. 

So that was kind of ”seibi” but I think you've managed to 
define how it should be done, or you're thinking better 

about how it should be done in a professional and ethical 

kind of a way. So it's a good thing that you're doing this. 

:  Okay, thank you. Mr. Richard, please. 

:  Yes, if I may. To answer the question about 

what's happening globally, yes there are still major sites 

where some kind of replication, reconstruction, anastylo-

sis is happening. Probably the best known globally would 

be Angkor in Cambodia or Machu Picchu in Peru and 

those kind of nationally, internationally significant sites. 

But they are typically existing ruins which are being put 

back together by reassembling the missing pieces rather 

than brand new fabric creating a new structure. In terms 

of replication just for its own sake, I don't think that hap-

pens a lot with nationally or globally significant sites or 

at least not to my knowledge. But I think it happens quite 

a lot at a local regional level where there may be some-

thing that, for exactly the reason that Doug has outlined 

with respect to anastylosis early in the century, people 

feel there's a need to build an attraction so that people will 

come, as it were, because they're not going to come to a 

green field. And I think we saw a great example or a great 

pair of examples of that in the First Session in Duncan 

McCallum's presentation with the English abbeys and 

convents that are now sort of verdant lawns with just a 

sign or two as opposed to the Welsh Fort, Lunt Roman 

Fort that had been reconstructed to attract visitors. Well, 

there's quite a lot of that in Asia and in India, for example, 

where these things are done just as a piece of theatre for 

the purpose of explaining the site to visitors. 

:  Okay, thank you. Duncan, please. 

:  Thank you. Agreeing with Richard there, 

I don't think there are that many examples that I can think 

of internationally. And I think the point being made about 

probably the ones where it happens more is the kind of 

next level down from the nationally, internationally 



known ones. But even in those sites, from my experience, 

it's rare that there's complete reconstruction. It's easier in 

a sense, if you have huts-type arrangements like a village 

or something like that where you reconstruct one or two 

examples. But to reconstruct a whole palace or a whole 

church or something like that that's been completely de-

stroyed is much rarer. But I think, I suppose the thing that 

we haven't talked about so far is a kind of awe and amaze-

ment of going to an ancient Greek city. And even though 

only parts of it are reconstructed, it is absolutely amazing 

the sheer scale of what people managed to achieve in 

those days with very limited tools or whatever the era 

we're looking at whether it's stone age or earlier. But I 

think that's one of the reasons why we do reconstruction, 

don’t we? Because ruins maybe interesting in terms of 

plan form, and if you've got the time to look at the dia-

grams and understand the history, it's very interesting. 

But nothing beats driving around the corner and suddenly 

you see a big temple or something like that. That just 

helps you immediately to understand the sheer scale of 

achievement from people who, often we tend to think of 

as not very well advanced, didn't have many tools, but 

somehow they managed to create something. That, in 

their own terms, was something that was revered and 

probably kept going for a long time after the original con-

struction took place, because it was of such a scale and 

involved so much organization, so much power and so 

much determination to achieve something. And I sup-

pose in a way, that [is] a bit like when I first went to Rome 

and parts of Italy where the original Roman amphithea-

tres and things are still being used. In England when we 

see a Roman site that's got two meters high, we'd go, 

“Gosh, this is amazing. There's two meters worth of stone 

we can see.” And I went to Rome and suddenly I realized 

that those were tiny compared to the impact of something 

that's been in continuous use. So I think the visitor expe-

rience and not just visitors that are tourists but also for 

local communities as well, to understand some of the 

achievements of the things that happen in their area. And 

you can't get that from digital reconstruction. So I think 

some form of reconstruction does, it affects people's 

hearts, it affects their minds. And they enjoy it and they 

appreciate it. And that might make them want to protect 

more things as well, which is good surely. 

:  (Yeah. So) in Japan architectural history has 

been developed to do it in the real scale model, in 

particular for the prehistoric sites. So that then also helped 

in the development of studies. Archaeological experi-

mental things. 

:  So just to see if I understand, what you're say-

ing is that the production or construction of the model it-

self was part of research, archaeological research? Yeah. 

And that's very impressive to me. That's really, really in-

teresting, which is something that I noted at the Jomon 

sites, where they would actually do a reconstruction and 

then they would burn it down, then they would really ex-

cavate it to see if it looked like the original site. That's 

pretty good experimental archaeology. Really. I think 

that it can be very instructive from a research stand-point, 

but also I think visitors are really interested in that process. 

They would find that fascinating. So it has a double ap-

peal. One is archaeological research, and the other is peo-

ple really find that intriguing. That's an intriguing thing to 

do and provides some convincing evidence for whatever 

you put up there as a model being accurate. 

:  Thank you very much. And this is just what's 

one of the advantages to do the real scale construction. 

:  Yeah. Actually we always try to be more 

accurate. It's a model of an ancient building. But the ex-

perimental archaeology is a very big motivation to this 

kind of study. But if we should build it in situ or in a dif-

ferent place is a different issue. So we need to separate 

these two matters, I think. 

:  Concerning the experimental archaeology 

in the Goshono sites, what is impressive was that man-

agement was done by the citizens, local citizens, so they 

can understand the environment and they can feel the 

work towards nature, what the Jomon people did for the 

nature, and what they created. And I think they can feel 

what the feelings of the Jomon people. So I think that was 

the additional point that Takada-san wanted to transfer by 

this presentation. 

:  So it never be kind of a self-satisfaction of 

academic people. 

:  Not only, yes. 

:  But also for public. 

:  Management, yes. 

:  In general. Yeah. I agree. 

:  Can I just agree with? I think that's one of 

the shifts and I think Richard and Douglas and I all talked 



in our presentations about maybe a slightly shifting posi-

tion on this topic in our countries or the bits of the world 

that we understand. And I think that the community, the 

local community arguments are in this country, increas-

ingly powerful ones about the need to engage local peo-

ple in thinking about their local heritage. And, if you go 

back even a generation in this country, it was very cen-

tralized. Nationally important things were controlled by 

people who lived in London and they came out and they 

inspected the sites and told you what you couldn't do. 

And I think that's slowly shifting. And I think the feeling 

of kind of bottom up of community-led projects or com-

munity-involved projects. I think is much more appealing 

to a wider range of heritage professionals. And although 

they may need to certain that good archaeological stand-

ards are kept when the excavations are taking place, I 

think most of them would now feel that by involving lo-

cal people and particularly young people, the children, in 

that learning just has so many benefits, actually way be-

yond heritage. At the moment in the UK, we're trying to 

demonstrate the well-being benefits of heritage that go 

way beyond just the protection of sites, that they benefit 

people for being engaged in those sites. So I think that's 

in a way, what you're describing is a much more rounded 

and more holistic approach to thinking about sites and 

heritage in a community's understanding. So I think it's a 

good direction to go. And I think the professional con-

cerns that we've talked about quite a lot can be overcome, 

but it needs to be done sort of rationally. Management 

plans and the international standards that ICOMOS and 

UNESCO and that set, I think they help to give a frame-

work within which that kind of approach can happen. So 

I think it's happening increasingly in the UK. But maybe 

we're a little bit behind Japan and other countries where 

that's kind of more, it's been part of the thinking for much 

longer, perhaps.  

:  Duncan mentioned that international norms 

like ICOMOS and UNESCO. Frankly speaking, we are 

always seeking for the justification of our replica model 

making in situ in any international regulation or standards, 

but we have never find the very concrete justification 

among them. And for example, we have the 1990 ICO-

MOS charter for the protection and management of ar-

chaeological heritage. And in that charter, they men-

tioned the reconstruction, but the reconstruction should 

not be made directly on the remains. That is said. But, in 

my understanding, this is just mentioning the case of 

some remaining structure, or like a base of the building is 

there. And you should not put the additional, new ele-

ments on top of this remaining archaeology. This is my 

understanding. And another, more recent charter, that is 

the ICOMOS charter on interpretation and presentation 

of the cultural heritage, approved in 2008 maybe. It men-

tioned about the visual reconstruction. But in my under-

standing that is not applicable to the case of Japa-

nese ”seibi” but rather the digital representation of a such 
kind of the reproduction is mentioned in that norm. This 

is my understanding. Is this understanding correct? If 

there is any international regulation or standard, which 

mentioned about the real scale model building in situ. 

: I'll just say. You don't mind? I probably 

should raise my hand. But it's interesting that in the 1990 

document, you're talking about not putting these things, 

in the original location. Whereas in the US, if we're going 

to do this, we insist on putting them in the original loca-

tion. And I think the concern in 1990 was that it would 

damage the archaeological record, what remained at the 

site. That's one thing, but doesn't necessarily exclude the 

idea that you don't put things back at the original site. So 

if that's... I'd have to go back and read the exact language 

again. But I think, yeah, as I recall, you're right. So I think 

they need to update that. I think they need to update that. 

The world has changed. So in a lot of different ways... 

:  In my understanding that charter stresses 

the importance of protecting the existing archaeological 

remains. So that's why it prohibits the reconstruction di-

rectly on top of the archaeological remains. This is my 

understanding. 

:  Yeah, but there are ways to do it. There are 

ways to do it, and you've done it in Japan and we've done 

it in the United States. I think I mentioned the US had a 

couple of examples. 

:  In case of the model replication in archaeo-

logical sites in Japan, we always secure the protective 

layer on top of the archaeological remains themselves. 

:  So I think that dispenses with that concern 

and that's really, that should be the concern. That's a re-

ally valid concern. But on the other hand, there are ways 

to protect what remains of the archaeological resources. 

So there's that there's to build a protective barrier. I may 

have mentioned with certain physical reconstructions or 



replicas that were absolutely essential to interpretation at 

some national parks, they came up with a cantilever sys-

tem. So, they put pilings in places that didn't contain ar-

chaeological resources and they just build the structure 

on top of those pilings. There are other ways to do it. 

There are ways to protect the site. And I, of course, my 

orientation is toward... I grew up with these national park 

service guidelines. So to me, it makes a lot more sense if 

you're going to this, to put it back where it was. Otherwise, 

it's something else. It's not the same thing. When you 

change the location, it's just not the same. It's not the same. 

So anyway, I think maybe we should take another look 

at the 1990 document. 

:  So you mean that when this charter was al-

lowed, this kind of choice to make a replica in situ was 

not expected? 

:  No, I don't think so. I don't think so. No, I 

don't think so. No. That's not what we were talking about 

in the States. 

:  So basically international standard or ethics 

that is to be very much restrictive to the reconstruction. 

Oh Richard or Duncan, both are raising hands. Okay, first 

is Richard, please. 

:  Thank you. I would just like to comment in 

relation to that dialogue and ex-change that I think, in 

many respects, the ICOMOS charter reflected its circum-

stances in the late 20th century, when there had been dec-

ades of archaeological excavations globally which had 

been required by new legislation, had been done as a cul-

tural resource management activity, had dug up vast 

numbers of artifacts and disturbed many sites, all through 

a sort of destructive science-based, realizing research po-

tential framework. And it was a reaction back to say, look, 

actually retaining and conserving the real thing is also 

very important where the site itself is important. And then 

to my observation, what we see during the 20th century 

is a growing recognition of the wider social values of ar-

chaeology. And that's reflected in part in people asking 

questions about, well, why did we dig up all this stuff in 

the 20th century? And who's analysed it? And what has 

been presented back to the community? And the whole 

question of ethics and why archaeology is done arises. 

But also you get a very interesting shift in the 1990s to-

wards archaeology as an event where there are open days 

and volunteer participants and exhibitions, and people 

pay to participate in the archaeological processes. And 

that is then reflected, I think, both locally and nationally 

in a recognition of the value of archaeological sites as 

places that people do want to go to be informed and en-

tertained. And it is that process, I think, that leads to the 

dialogue we've just had to say, well, if we are going to 

create interpretive structures, why not put them on site, if 

that's consistent with the values of the site and can con-

serve the attributes that contribute to those values. So, I 

think we're seeing those two processes, the large-scale 

destruction and a pushback, followed by a recognition 

that there is a much wider societal value of archaeology 

and archaeological sites than just their research potential. 

:  Okay. Thank you. 

:  If I can come in there, I agree with both 

of what's just been said. I think the key points I'd make 

[are], first of all, in the UK, I think the shift from using 

the word preservation to shift towards managing change 

and recognizing there isn't a fixed point in time for any 

heritage site. I've made that point before. I think there is 

that changing perception, which I think is towards a more 

realistic approach to our environment, whether we think 

of it as historical or not. So I do think there's quite a lot of 

scope for looking at charters, not just the two that have 

been mentioned, and thinking about how, whether they're 

still fit for purpose. And Richard very clearly explains 

some of the changing context about the way sites were 

being excavated. One of the interesting things we have in 

the UK is a crisis for excavated artifacts. We moved to-

wards the system, now it's nearly 30 years ago, where the 

developer paid for archaeology. It was a great shift. So it 

wasn't the public paying for archaeology, generally, it 

was the developer, in most cases. That's created a huge, 

huge number of artifacts, and the problem is where to put 

them or where to store them and how they're interpreted. 

So I think the amount of information we have that's still 

not properly understood, if we did no further excavation, 

is still a challenge for us. But I think, as you’ll probably 
be aware, the UK has had a few run-ins with UNESCO 

in relation to World Heritage Sites and the way that the 

UK is perceived to manage those. And I think these are 

not the kind of sites that we've been talking about earlier 

on, earthworks, they’re other sites, often ones in or close 
to urban areas or where urban development or infrastruc-

ture is being proposed. And I suppose I would say [this], 



wouldn’t I? But I think it would be good to have some 
conversations about the charters and whether they work 

well. I think they're fantastic places to start. They're al-

ways helpful to go back to challenge yourself about a par-

ticular site, because when you're thinking about one sin-

gle site, there are all sorts of factors that are not heritage 

factors that are playing in what their local politicians 

might want, what money is available, other things that 

might be playing into a decision. So I think the charters 

are really helpful as a starting point. But I have to say per-

sonally speaking. This is not my official view I do find 

some parts of them a bit challenging now, and I think it 

would be good to have some conversations about that. 

And in a way, perhaps, partly the shift in thinking about 

heritage and the terms we use, and the approaches we use, 

as Richard says, is partly time-based. We think about 

things differently. But also, as thinking is not just a sort 

of Western-European-based kind of way of seeing the 

world, we have, and rightly so, a much broader perspec-

tive and we recognize lots of different ways that people 

see culture and how those vary. So I think it would be a 

good time to challenge some of these things. And it might 

be that we end up with fairly similar words, but I think 

some of them would be different. And I think maybe this 

seminar, I think, is quite an interesting one because it's 

challenged me in my thinking and the way I was trained 

and the charters I had to learn in order to write my exams. 

It's a different world now, and we think about things very 

differently. So I think I'm up for some change there, I 

think. 

:  Okay. Thank you very much. There are many 

charters. I understand each site’s real decision is down to 
those in all processes. Not always just answering to the 

charters or not. That I understand. In Japan, those in the 

prehistoric sites management and interpretations came 

from the long experiences to answering to... The sites 

were purchased from local peoples, sometimes develop-

ers, and using public money, so that means some answer 

to the local people is necessary. So that means that some 

interpretation to visitors is inevitable. So just we couldn't 

leave the site as just an open field with nothing on top of 

it. So we have site museums, also public money is avail-

able to build site museums to exhibit the excavated ar-

chaeological items, and also the small models, the site 

models are there. So, adding to those kinds of site muse-

ums, and whereby it's in the open field, it's also we have 

to deal with it for visitors, in particular, local people. So 

this is the answer from the long histories, and they saying 

that, Ichihara-san's office establishing all the guidelines 

and all available funding resources, and those things. 

Also in Japan, we're saying that there is a network of ar-

chaeologists to think about those things, from the archae-

ological experimental studies and also other all circum-

stances, and establishes the local communities composed 

of the representative of residents and also the profession-

als and the researchers and decides those things. So the 

results of all those processes, those sites in the Goshono 

and Ichijodani, you saw it. Then you show them in a very 

unusual reconstruction. So what kind of conditions... and 

maybe we continue the local politics organization, the 

government will continue such kind of site management, 

site interpretations, due to there are not enough space in 

Japan to build the full scale model to the other sites. So 

we have to deal with on that site because it's very tight, 

way too tight to buy the large scale site, to buy it, as in 

purchase it. So what kind of conditions? Maybe you are 

allowed in the natural environment to reconstruct. So for 

example, forest, with in those kind of ancient chestnut 

trees, or other trees. Or how about re-constructing old 

streams, water streams, those kinds of natural environ-

ment. Are those allowed? Maybe concern is architecture. 

What do you think? Are we used to those all kinds of the 

examples of reconstruction? How much [do] you allow 

to do those things? Your concern is about architecture or 

it's the forest or streams and natural environment or all of 

them? 

:  You mean in case of Japanese site, the ar-

chaeological real scale representation is not limited to the 

building structure, but such kind of a natural element, for 

example, the artificial mound, like ancient tumuli, is also 

reconstructed by covering, by protecting the real archae-

ological remains. So, this kind of work can be allowed in 

your country or not? 

:  You mean, protective shelters. 

:  Yes. 

:  And the reconstruction of the surface? 

:  Yeah. 

:  That's ... Yes. 

:  Do you mean reconstruction of the environ-

ment, or replication. 



:  Environment, yes. 

:  Yeah. It is done. And it's the same situation as 

justifying restoration, if you want to call it that, or recon-

struction, which is, you have to establish that you've got 

a really good database, that you've got reasons. So, for 

historic sites in particular, this is an issue, really a big is-

sue. So, there is a lot of research that's done on the land-

scape that surrounded historic sites, and trying to put the 

trees back because they were an important factor in what-

ever transpired at the sites. If it was a plantation, the par-

tition of the site from slave owners and slaves. If it were 

a battlefield, tree lines, as I mentioned before, and fence 

lines. These are really important elements. Even restora-

tion of streams, that sort of thing, if that's part of the story, 

it's a cultural landscape. We've moved really firmly into 

this world of cultural landscapes, not just individual 

buildings. So, there's a good bit of that in the United 

States at US national parks. Yeah. And I think it takes 

time. In certain cases, like with the Civil War battlefields, 

they've been at this now for 40 years, and it probably will 

just keep going, because it takes time to put the cornfield 

back where it was and to figure out exactly what kind of 

trees were there and plants, and they have to grow. But 

there's a lot of interest in that, at least in the US. 

:  Thank you very much. So, some kind of natu-

ral environmental or cultural landscape reconstruction is 

being done in the United States. How about England? 

Yes, Duncan. 

:  The United States has got a lot more 

space than England, so it's maybe a bit more. So, it's a 

little bit easier. But I think, I suppose I'd make two points, 

really. One is, I think you're right that we are moving to-

wards trying to better understand the environmental cir-

cum-stances around a site. And for at least a generation 

we've been trying really hard, and I'm sure much longer 

to integrate the natural environment and the historic en-

vironment and create that better understanding, because 

there's still, in this country a separation between the two. 

And there's a danger in thinking of them as two separate 

things where clearly, particularly if you're back into pre-

historic times, they're one and the same thing almost, 

aren't they? I think the other point, and there's an interest-

ing situation in the Lake District National Park, a recent 

World Heritage Site, where there's a really hot debate go-

ing on around re-wilding, and there's almost nothing in 

England that's wild at all, really. In our own minds it is, 

but when we go to other places like Australia and Amer-

ica, we realize even our wildest places are not very wild 

at all. There's always a pub within five miles. So, I think 

that kind of challenge of thinking about the landscape as 

a whole and how the physical remains, the huts, the struc-

tures, whatever they might be, are there because of the 

bigger landscape and the way the watercourses run or the 

way the trees were or whether it was grazing land, what-

ever it might be. So I think we are moving slowly in that 

direction but still, because the professions have devel-

oped in different ways and the ecologists perhaps tradi-

tionally haven't thought about heritage and vice versa, I 

think we're missing a big area that we should be explor-

ing. And actually, ironically, I think the climate change 

discussions that have been going on recently, I think that's 

actually helped to speed up about thinking. So as heritage 

people are forced to think about how they manage sites 

and buildings whatever in relation to the way the climate 

is changing and the way the environment is changing. I 

think maybe that will make it easier for us to be more in-

tegrated in future when we think about sites and how we 

manage them. 

:  So, Richard? 

:  Thank you. Well, just in terms of landscape 

in this part of the world, Australia and the Pacific, for 

many traditional custodians it is all a cultural landscape, 

and it is always being modified, and people are responsi-

ble for caring for country. So, there are a number of very 

large areas inscribed as World Heritage properties that 

are inscribed for both natural and cultural values. And for 

somewhere like “Uluru-Kata Tjuta”, many people 

around the world look at the Giant Red Rock and see an 

extraordinary natural monolith, whereas the traditional 

custodians see the embodied spirit of their ancestors. And 

that landscape must be actively managed by them to con-

tinue those traditions and to nourish the country itself. We 

also see that even with indigenous sites at somewhere 

like “Budj Bim”. “Budj Bim” was inscribed on the World 

Heritage List in 2019, and is in South-eastern Australia, 

and it is a site of aquaculture and huts. So, 6,000 years 

ago Australian Aboriginal people were building stone 

huts, and were moving rivers and streams around to har-

vest eels, and that landscape is being proactively recon-

structed. So, areas that were flooded before European 



arrival in Australia are being re-flooded. And areas that 

have collapsed, are having the stonework rebuilt. So, this 

would be a very good example of contemporary recon-

struction of a cultural landscape by its traditional owners. 

And we see it also in the Pacific, in places like “Chief Roi 

Mata's Domain” in Vanuatu or in “East Rennell” in the 

Solomon Islands. There is not this sort of division be-

tween the ancient archaeological past and the contempo-

rary present, it's all part of a continuum. So, in many re-

spects, the word "seibi" and the concept of seibi is ideal 

for that purpose because it embodies all of the sort of 

maintenance and cultural activities that are required for 

looking after the place. 

:  Thank you very much. One question con-

stantly being asked by my colleagues, to Richard the 

question is, such reconstructed Aborigines cultural land-

scapes, are those property or just interpretation? 

:  Well, I think that the answer to that is that 

the culture has never left. There is not a moment which is 

prehistory and a moment which is history. It is a contin-

uing culture. The people and the cultural traditions and 

the landscape were changing for tens of thousands of 

years. They've just changed in a more active different 

ways since the arrival of Europeans, but it's not that there 

is... It's just the same as the historic sites that others were 

speaking about earlier in this discussion. There's not 

someone magic moment or period. And a really good ex-

ample of that is the use of fire as a tool for landscape man-

agement, which has actually modified ecologies to suit 

cultural purposes over thousands of years. And only now, 

in the context of climate change, are some contemporary 

scientists and land managers realizing how important that 

use of fire is to maintain those landscapes in their tradi-

tional form and to keep them resilient from the climate 

change. 

:  Thank you. Yes. Probably, Ichihara-san want-

ed to ask, with those kind of reconstructed landscape it-

self, can we ask for the authenticity or not, and in the fu-

ture to be protected or not? That it will be? 

:  Yes, yes. That's an interesting question, be-

cause as we have seen that there's some sort of recon-

structed models and reconstructed buildings in Japan, 

and I think they were built 30 years ago, and they have 

been kept for these years. But they are a little bit expen-

sive, and it's beginning to be a little bit hard to maintain 

that style as it is. So, I'm wondering always that if it is a 

part of heritage, if I can treat them as heritage, I think I 

can put our government money to keep that kind of struc-

tures. But if it's just a model, I think it is a little bit difficult 

to put too large amount of money to that kind of structure. 

So, I always think about that kind of question, and what 

is the sustainable way to keep it, as well as for the site and 

as well as for the sustainable development of the world 

cultural heritage as the monument for the sustainable de-

velopment. If it is, I think there must be some way to un-

derstand these kind of interpretation models. Does any-

one have some kind of hint or clue to think about these 

models? 

:  So, I'll mention this, which is that, if you've 

heard of “Chaco Culture”, it's a World Heritage Site and 

it’s really spectacular architecture, maybe the most spec-
tacular Native-American architecture in the Continental 

United States. But there's a Chaco culture area that covers 

most of New Mexico and goes into Southern Utah. And 

there's a huge controversy that started under the Trump 

Administration because the Trump Administration 

started selling leases to frack and extract gas all over this. 

And it's not just Chaco. You have the Chaco road systems, 

and they connect with these great houses, and it's just this 

beautiful intact cultural landscape. And of course, envi-

ronmentalists were very upset about all this. But the other 

demographic that was very upset were the Pueblo Indians 

because they considered Chaco to be their homeland. So, 

bringing their voice into the conversation and getting 

their perspective saying, “this is our sacred...”, “you can't 
do this because you're destroying our ancestral landscape 

that's sacred to us”, “you're making it into an ugly smelly 

place”. And that really did have a huge political impact. 
So, you can find, I think, political allies that will use or 

understand this concept of a cultural landscape and its im-

portance to indigenous groups. And the public gets very 

sympathetic to that. So, that's another aspect of preserv-

ing the traditional cultural landscapes because it has en-

vironmental implications. It's a way of opposing these 

kinds of developments that are very destructive to the en-

vironment because they're also very destructive to the in-

digenous heritage of the area. 

:  Okay. 

:  And to just follow on that point, I think, 

moving beyond individual sites, one of the things that's 



been interesting is, as we have greater flooding in low ly-

ing areas in the UK and then looking at traditional water 

management systems and often trying to move away 

from hard engineering solutions to perhaps more flexible 

ones, quite a powerful argument. And the Environment 

Agency which is the government body that manages wa-

ter generally, I think they're increasingly aware of that. 

And I think one of the reasons why it works and it's be-

coming more successful is that it brings natural environ-

ments. So, bird life increases, natural biodiversity in-

creases as well as if it's well designed, the historic envi-

ronment would be put back in water courses to put back 

in traditional sluices and systems of management. But I 

think that it is a challenge and that that part of our historic 

environment isn't as well understood as structures and 

earthworks and those more built parts of the historic en-

vironment. But I think there's certainly a willingness 

there, and I think that's an exciting area where there are 

good arguments to be made, financial arguments quite 

apart from the cultural ones for wise use of very scarce 

land. So, I think that is an area that's going to grow in im-

portance. At the moment, the heritage people are trying 

to persuade the people who manage water and land that 

this will bring them benefits, will save them money, but 

hopefully over time it will be seen as a completely inte-

grated approach to the way you think about your land-

scape and manage it for the long term. So, concrete isn't 

always going to be the answer. Of course, in some cases 

it will be, and of course you get the dilemma where, the 

Venice-type dilemma, where some of your greatest out-

reach assets can only really be protected in some circum-

stances by lots of engineering. But I think in most cases 

there is a middle ground that could be found, and I think 

trying to find how you can do that and find the engineers 

and the heritage experts who can think about how you 

recreate these landscapes, recognizing that some of the 

environment has changed forever and we can't put it back. 

So, an area of growth, but one that isn't really very well 

understood at the moment. 

:  Thank you. It's okay, Ichihara-san? 

:  Yes, I'm okay. I think 30 is a little bit short 

to work as the element for the landscape, but if we con-

tinue in this way, I think some people think it's a useful 

element for their culture or their environment. So, I think, 

in some way, I think treat them as some kind of heritage 

in the future time. Thank you very much. 

:  Okay. Thank you very much. So, the remain-

ing time is limited. So, before going to our question about 

an equivalent English term for "seibi". However, before 

that ... Tomoda-san is laughing. Okay. Anyway. We un-

derstand the word "seibi" our approach we call "seibi," is 
a total holistic approach to how to manage [an] archaeo-

logical site, which means very much useful word, I un-

derstand. And it's internationally could be understood in 

that way. Is it okay, I think? So, "seibi" is a kind of holis-

tic approach to the archaeological site management. But 

you don't have the equivalent wording for that. 

:  You could call it "integrated heritage man-

agement". 

:  Integrated heritage management? 

:  Just made that up. But that's what it is, right? 

That's what you're talking about. 

:  During the previous discussion, Duncan al-

ready pointed out that you tend to separate the conserva-

tion and the interpretation. 

:  Yeah. 

:  But "seibi" can cover both aspects. 

:  Think it does. And just one more quick com-

ment. What we've been talking about here really suggests 

to me some other drivers that will change people's per-

ception of how it is important to interpret some of these 

sites that have been not interpreted well in the past, and 

that's the diversifying heritage. You go back to that be-

cause the heritage that we have been concerned with is 

made out of durable materials, and so that's basically 

modern, Western, whatever you want to call it. And if 

you really want to understand how different human 

groups interacted with each other and affected the envi-

ronment and how we get to where we are, you really have 

to tell the story, and to tell the story, you're not just going 

to be able to tell that story through academic papers, you 

are going to have to present it to the public. So, I think 

this is going to be a really strong force in the United States, 

this idea of diversifying heritage and especially indige-

nous heritage, the kind of heritage that we were just 



talking about with Chaco. This is something where we 

really need to develop alliances with these indigenous 

heritage groups for all of our common benefit. There are 

huge environmental applications. So, I think those things 

are going to be real drivers in reconsidering what we've 

kept, perhaps, artificially separate as treatment and inter-

pretation. 

:  Thank you very much. Richard was raising his 

hand. 

:  Well, thank you. I think there is no question 

there is not a single English term that encompasses all 

that "seibi" clearly means, but my understanding through 

participation in this process is that it is all the processes 

of looking after a place. And I think that Doug's use of 

the word "integrated" is absolutely right. If I may just in-

dulge for a moment, I'm reminded of the work I did at 

Angkor in Cambodia in the early 2000s, and had some 

quite animated discussions with colleagues about wheth-

er the physical conservation needs should frame up what 

the interpretation opportunities would be, or whether it 

was necessary to define the interpretation and visitor op-

portunities and the stories and experiences, and then have 

that fit the program of physical works. And of course the 

answer is that you need to look at both together, and they 

need to be integrated. It needs to be founded on an under-

standing of what it is that's important about the place that 

you are trying to care for, to preserve, but also an under-

standing of the management reality, the resources that 

you have and the physical threats, and an understanding 

of how the place will be used for those who live there or 

work there or visit there as tourists. So, it's not a question, 

in my mind, of one dictating over the other. You start 

with an understanding of the values and issues, and then 

you make decisions that retain the values and manage the 

issues. It's absolutely a question of integrated manage-

ment. 

:  Thank you very much. So, Duncan? 

:  I was just going to agree, really. I have 

not got much more wisdom to add to the other two. I 

think "integrated heritage management" or "total inte-

grated heritage management", something like that, works 

well. I think perhaps "integrated heritage management" 

is good enough. The "total" is an optional "total", given 

that I don't think you ever quite integrate absolutely eve-

rything into a decision. But I think it does, in overall 

terms, convey that broader sense of the "seibi" approach, 

which I think is lacking in the Western or traditional ap-

proach, whatever you want to call it. So, yes, I think that 

works. As a term, that works for me. 

:  Thank you very much. That encouraged Japa-

nese archaeologist. Thank you very much. Are there any 

questions or comments from Japanese participants? To-

moda-san worked for Angkor before. 

:  Yeah, still working- 

:  Do you remember such conversations? 

:  Yes. Actually, the restoration has been done 

in Angkor, just responding to the condition of the struc-

ture when it was broken or perhaps they're forced to make 

a restoration. But in my site, when we made the master 

plan, we make the restoration, we positioned the restora-

tion as a part of the, how to say, the total management of 

the site. So, in that case we restored the front gate of the 

temple because we wanted to make the people, make the 

visitor to understand that it's the front face of the temple 

and that was the original access to the temple. That was 

the reason why we selected that building to be destroyed. 

So, this, how to say, the value-based or purpose-based 

restoration was not introduced before in Angkor, so that 

is my point what I insisted. 

:  Thank you very much. And there was a pur-

pose of this session too. We Japanese wanted to locate 

our approach, "seibi" approach, to the international con-

text. And we wanted to hear in your opinions about all 

those things. And we got a lot of information, lot of good 

comments, and was very interesting and also very much 

useful points to improve our understandings. Thank you 

very much. And at this end, do you have some messages 

to our archaeologists who are dealing with this seibi man-

agement on site? 

:  To keep up the good work. 

:  Thank you. 

:  My comment would be, I'm sure they al-

ready do it, but involve local people. I think to me, that's 

one of the things that's been really positive change in 

many sites in the UK. The more you involve local people, 

the more they care about the site, and they want to look 

after it as well as the paid staff who do so. 

:  Thank you. 



:  And I think I would agree with that and ex-

tend it by saying, please remember that your archaeolog-

ical sites also have non-archaeological values, and they 

need to be cared for as well. 

:  Thank you very much. So, I would like to close 

this session, and return my position to Mr. Nishi. 

:  So, thank you very much. Well, actually, we 

got a very fruitful discussion. Actually, I have to say, 

more than expected. Also, a very good discussion, be-

cause several things came up to my mind for further dis-

cussion, for instance, the connection to the largest scale 

of landscape or largest timescale, etc., or, maybe I could-

n't have any comment on the discussion, but maybe we 

can have a further discussion about the digital things, the 

digital UX or user experience or whatever. Because, at 

this moment I have to say, such digital reconstruction, 

digital 3D things, is exciting because it's digital, it's new. 

But maybe in five years it's realistic things, because I feel 

such a kind of future is coming quicker than expected, 

because this online session is a case. So, maybe in five 

years or 10 years, obviously we have to keep discussing 

about things, and maybe the condition is quite different 

at that time. But anyway, this kind of further discussions 

we can find and that's a very good thing for today's dis-

cussion. And thank you very much for all of you, and es-

pecially some of you are in the midnight or early in the 

morning. So, thank you very much. And I think the next 

step will be we have to have a collect interpretation for 

Japanese audience. Anyway, thank you very much for to-

day. 







setting contextnn landscape

MATSUURA Kazunosuke (2018) Tutela attiva del contest archeologico in re-ee
lazione la paesaggio – Sistema a rete dei parchi archeologici. Università degli e
Studi di Roma “La Sapienza”, Tesi di dottorato.

ICOM

4

setting contextnn

9-1 1964

1992

setting
5

6

1931
7

17 19
8

SPOSITO, Alberto (2007) Il paesaggio come prospettiva della musealizza-aa

zione archeologica europea, p. 13. In: RUGGERI TRICOLI, Maria Clara (a 

cura di). Musei sulle rovine, Architetture nel contesto archeologico. Milano:

Edizioni Lybra Immagine, pp. 11-16.

Aesthetic enhancement of ancient monumentsee
BUSCAROLI, Piero (1989) Paesaggio con rovine. Milano: Camunia.aa



9

11

MANACORDA, Daniele (2007) Il sito archeologico: fra ricerca e valorizza-
zione. Roma: Carocci editore, p. 92.

12

LAZZARI, Marino (1940) Il «nostro» paesaggio, p. 505. In: CAZZATOCC , 



 

contextus
context 13

contesto paesag-
gistico) luoghi = places

14  

context

15 archaeological context)

16

17 )

synchronic context)

) diachronic con-

text)

context

tessuto complessivo) 18

Vincenzo (a cura di) (2001) Istituzioni e politiche culturali in Italia negli anni 
Trenta, Tomo I, Quaderni Ministero per i Beni e le Attività Culturali Ufficio 
Studi. Roma: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato, pp. 503-509.

contesto

Il Vocaborario Treccani Enciclopedia 
Italiana 2010. 
SCAZZOSI, Lionella (2006) Progetto e paesaggio, progetto nel paesaggio, 

progetto di paesaggio, p. 18. In: DI BENE, Anna e SCAZZOSI, Lionella (a 

cura di). La Relazione Paesaggistica: finalità e contenuti, Decreto del Presi-
dente del Consiglio dei Ministri, 12 dicembre 2005. Roma: Gangemi Editore, 

pp. 16-18.

TERRENATO, Nicola (2000) Contesto. In: FRANCOVICH, Riccardo e 

MANACORDA, Daniele (a cura di). Dizionario di archeologia: Temi, con-
cetti e metodi. Roma Bari: Laterza, pp. 90-92. 

CARANDINI, Andrea e CAMBI, Franco (a cura di) (2002) Paesaggi 
d’Etruria: Valle dell’Albega, Valle d’Oro, Valle del Chiarone, Valle del Tafone. 
Roma: Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura. 

17 MANACORDA, Daniele (2009) Prima lezione di archeologia. Roma – Bari: 

 

context

setting

contexte
19

20

2004

2005

setting environment)

2013
21

12  

1960  2000

40 setting

Laterza, p. 6. 

CAMBI, Franco (2011) Manuale di archeologia dei paesaggi: Metodologie, 
fonti, contesti. Roma: Carocci, p. 31. 

https://www.coe.int/en/web/landscape/text-of-the-european-landscape-
convention 2022 2 10  

contenuti

contenenti

contesti

Ministero per i Beni e le Attività Culturali (2007) Il paesaggio “archeologi-
co”: Resti e contesti. Prospettive di condivisione su tutela e valorizzazione, X 

Borsa Mediterranea del turismo archeologico. Paestum, 15-18 novembre 

2007. Roma: Edizioni MP MIRABILIA. [Online]. 

http://www.beniculturali.it/mibac/multimedia/MiBAC/documents/12573471

81815_Opuscolo_Paestum_internet.pdf [ 2016 7 16 ] 

https://australia.icomos.org/publications/burra-charter-practice-notes/burra-
charter-archival-documents/



context
22

setting

 

landscape

an area

une partie du territoire

territory

 pp. 21-32. 
CANIGIANI, Franca (2011) Ragionando su paesaggio/territorio/ambiente, p. 
63. In: ZOPPI, Mariella (a cura di) Paesaggio tra conservazione e trasfor-
mazione: una questione nazionale, Quaderni del Circolo Rosselli, Nuova serie 
n. 1-2/2011 (anno XXXI, fascicolo 109). Firenze: ALINEA editrice, pp. 63-87. 
LANDO, Fabio (2003) I segni del radicamento: luogo territorio paesaggio. In: 
CUSIMANO, Girolamo (a cura di) Scritture di paesaggio. Bologna: Pàtron 
Editore, pp. 183-196. 

https://www.coe.int/en/web/conventions/full-
list?module=treaty-detail&treatynum=176 [ 2022 2 6 ] 

BALDESCHI, Paolo (2011) Territorio e paesaggio. Firenze: Le lettere.
AA.VV. (2009) Il Bilancio Sociale, Documenti di ricerca n° 12: La rendicon-
tazione territoriale: Le finalità, il processo, gli indicatori, Giuffrè Editore, p. 16. 
BANINI, Tiziana (2013) Introduzione: Proporre, interpretare, costruire le 

area

object

territoriali-

zation

exteriority

identity

place

identità territoriali, p. 12. In: BANINI, Tiziana (a cura di), Identità territoriali: 
Questioni, metodi, esperienze a confronto. Milano: FrancoAngeli, pp. 9-27. 
RAFFESTIN, Claude (2005) Dalla nostalgia del territorio al desiderio di 
paesaggio: Elementi per una teoria del paesaggio. Firenze: Alinea. cit., in 

AA.VV. (2009) Il Bilancio Sociale, Documenti di ricerca n° 12: La rendicon-
tazione territoriale: Le finalità, il processo, gli indicatori, Giuffrè Editore. 

30 LANDO, Fabio (2003) I segni del radicamento: luogo territorio paesaggio, p. 
189. In: CUSIMANO, Girolamo (a cura di) Scritture di paesaggio. Bologna: 
Pàtron Editore, pp. 183-196. 
QUAINI, Massimo (2011) Il ruolo di paesaggi storici per prescrivere il futuro, 

p. 130. In: MANTONE, Maria e RONZO, Maria (a cura di) Patrimonio 
culturale e paesaggio – un approccio di filiera per la progettualità territoriali 
–, Roma: Gangemi Editore, pp. 125-132. 

IPPOLITO, Michele (2011) Approfondimenti di Geografia. [Online]. 

http://www.isismontaletradate.it/appunti-per-

casa%5Cippolito%5Capprofondimenti%20geografia.pdf [

2022 2 9 ] 



identity

contesto

SCARAMELLINI, Guglielmo (2010) Identità, cultura, territorio. Da tema di 

riflessione teorica a strumento di indagine empirica, p. 68. In: SCARAMEL-LL

LINI, Guglielmo (a cura di) Paesaggi, territori, culture: Viaggio nei luoghi e 
nelle memorie del Parco del Ticino. Milano: Cisalpino Istituto Editoriale Uni-

versitario, pp. aa 3-130.

BANINI, Tiziana (2013) Introduzione: Proporre, interpretare, costruire le 
identità territoriali, p. 11. In: BANINI, Tiziana (a cura di), Identità territoriali:
Questioni, metodi, esperienze a confronto. Milano: FrancoAngeli, pp. 9nn -27.-
BONNES, Mirilia e SECCHIAROLI, Gianfranco (1995) Environmental 

Psychology: A Psycho-social Introduction- .London: Sage publications, p. 169.
CANTER, David (1977) The Psychology of Place. London: The Architec-c
tural Press Ltd.

BONNES, Mirilia et al. (2013) Immagini, identità, reputazione dei luoghi ur-rr
bani: per un approccio partecipativo alla progettazione e gestioneambientale, ee
p. 93. In BANINI, Tiziana (a cura di), II Identità territoriali: Questioni, metodi, 
esperienze a ee confronto, Milano: FrancoAngeli, pp. 92-108.

SCARAMELLINI, Guglielmo (2010) Identità, cultura, territorio. Da tema di 
riflessione teorica a strumento di indagine empirica, pp. 6, 27-28- . In: SCARA-AA
MELLINI, Guglielmo (a cura di) LL Paesaggi, territori, culture: Viaggio nei luo-
ghi e nelle memorie del Parco del Ticino. Milano: Cisalpino Istituto Editoriale 
Universitario, pp. 3-130.
DE NARDI, Alessia (2009) Paesaggio e popolazione: percezioni individuali 
e rappresentazioni sociali, p. 92. In: CASTIGLIONI, Benedetta e DE MAR-RR
CHI, Massimo (a cura di). Di chi è il paesaggio?: La partecipazione degli at-tt
tori nella individuazione, valutazione e pianificazione. Padova: CLEUP, pp.
87-96.
GIANNICHEDDA, Enrico (2000) Cultura materiale, pp. 101-102. In:

FRANCONN VICH, Riccardo e MANACORDA, Daniele (a cura di). Diziona-
rio di archeologia: Temi, concetti e metodi. Roma Bari: Laterza, pp. 99-

104.

DE RUBERTIS, Stefano (2013) Identità territoriale e progetti di sviluppo. Un 
punto di vista cibernetico, p. 35. In: BANINI, Tiziana (a cura di) Identità terri-ii
toriali: Questioni, metodi, esperienze a confronto, Milano: FrancoAngeli, pp.
29-44.--



significance

atmosfera

NORBERG-SCHULZ, Christian (1979) Genius Loci: paesaggio Ambiente 
Architettura, 2009. Milano: Electa, pp. 5, 18, 166.

PURINI, Franco (1976) Luogo e progetto. Roma: Editrice Magma, p. 24.

setting ) context

)

32, p. 74.

https://www.mlit.go.jp/toshi/townscape/content/001415533.pdf 







Reviewed and revised under the Auspices of  

the ICOMOS International Scientific Committee  

on Interpretation and Presentation  

Ratified by the 16th General Assembly of ICOMOS 

Quebec, Canada 

Preamble 

Definitions 

Objectives 

Principles 

Since its establishment in 1965 as a worldwide or-

ganisation of heritage professionals dedicated to the 

study, documentation, and protection of cultural her-

itage sites, ICOMOS has striven to promote the con-

servation ethic in all its activities and to help enhance 

public appreciation of humanity’s material heritage 
in all its forms and diversity. 

As noted in the Charter of Venice (1964) “It is es-
sential that the principles guiding the preservation 

and restoration of ancient buildings should be agreed 

and be laid down on an international basis, with each 

country being responsible for applying the plan 

within the framework of its own culture and tradi-

tions.” Subsequent ICOMOS charters have taken up 

that mission, establishing professional guidelines for 

specific conservation challenges and encouraging ef-

fective communication about the importance of her-

itage conservation in every region of the world. 

These earlier ICOMOS charters stress the im-

portance of public communication as an essential 



 

 

 

part of the larger conservation process (variously de-

scribing it as “dissemination,” “popularization,” 
“presentation,” and “interpretation”). They implic-

itly acknowledge that every act of heritage conserva-

tion — within all the world’s cultural traditions - is 

by its nature a communicative act.  

From the vast range of surviving material remains 

and intangible values of past communities and civi-

lisations, the choice of what to preserve, how to pre-

serve it, and how it is to be presented to the public 

are all elements of site interpretation. They represent 

every generation’s vision of what is significant, what 
is important, and why material remains from the past 

should be passed on to generations yet to come.  

The need for a clear rationale, standardised termi-

nology, and accepted professional principles for In-

terpretation and Presentation  is evident. In recent 

years, the dramatic expansion of interpretive activi-

ties at many cultural heritage sites and the introduc-

tion  . of elaborate interpre-

tive technologies and new economic strategies for 

the marketing and management of cultural heritage 

sites have created new complexities and aroused 

basic questions that are central to the goals of both 

conservation and the public appreciation of cultural 

heritage sites throughout the world:  

 What are the accepted and acceptable goals for 
the Interpretation and Presentation of cultural 
heritage sites?  

 What principles should help determine which 
technical means and methods are appropriate in 
particular cultural and heritage contexts? 

 What general ethical and professional consid-

erations should help shape Interpretation and 
Presentation in light of its wide variety of spe-

cific forms and techniques? 

The purpose of this Charter is therefore to define 

the basic principles of Interpretation and Presenta-

tion as essential components of heritage conserva-

tion efforts and as a means of enhancing public ap-

preciation and understanding of cultural heritage 

sites  .  

Although the principles and objectives of this Charter 
may equally apply to off-site interpretation, its main focus 
is interpretation and presentation at, or in the immediate 



vicinity of, cultural heritage sites. 

For the purposes of the present Charter, 

Interpretation refers to the full range of potential 

activities intended to heighten public awareness and 

enhance understanding of cultural heritage site. 

These can include print and electronic publications, 

public lectures, on-site and directly related off-site 

installations, educational programmes, community 

activities, and ongoing research, training, and evalu-

ation of the interpretation process itself.  

Presentation more specifically denotes the carefully 

planned communication of interpretive content thr-

ough the arrangement of interpretive information, 

physical access, and interpretive infrastructure at a 

cultural heritage site. It can be conveyed through a 

variety of technical means, including, yet not requir-

ing, such elements as informational panels, museum-

type displays, formalized walking tours, lectures and 

guided tours, and multimedia applications and web-

sites. 

Interpretive infrastructure refers to physical in-

stallations, facilities, and areas at, or connected with 

a cultural heritage site that may be specifically uti-

lised for the purposes of interpretation and presenta-

tion including those supporting interpretation via 

new and existing technologies.  

Site interpreters refers to staff or volunteers at a 

cultural heritage site who are permanently or tempo-

rarily engaged in the public communication of infor-

mation relating to the values and significance of the 

site.  

Cultural Heritage Site refers to a place, locality, 

natural landscape, settlement area, architectural 

complex, archaeological site, or standing structure 

that is recognized and often legally protected as a 

place of historical and cultural significance.  

In recognizing that interpretation and presentation 

are part of the overall process of cultural heritage 

conservation and management, this Charter seeks to 

establish seven cardinal principles, upon which In-



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

terpretation and Presentation — in whatever form or 

medium is deemed appropriate in specific circum-

stances — should be based.  

Following from these seven principles, the objec-

tives of this Charter are to:  

1. Facilitate understanding and appreciation of 
cultural heritage sites and foster public aware-

ness and engagement in the need for their pro-

tection and conservation. 

2. Communicate the meaning of cultural heritage 
sites to a range of audiences through careful, 
documented recognition of significance, 
through accepted scientific and scholarly meth-

ods as well as from living cultural traditions. 

3. Safeguard the tangible and intangible values of 
cultural heritage sites in their natural and cul-
tural settings and social contexts. 

4. Respect the authenticity of cultural heritage 
sites, by communicating the significance of 
their historic fabric and cultural values and pro-

tecting them from the adverse impact of intru-
sive interpretive infrastructure, visitor pressure, 
inaccurate or inappropriate interpretation. 

5. Contribute to the sustainable conservation of 
cultural heritage sites, through promoting pub-

lic understanding of, and participation in, ongo-
ing conservation efforts, ensuring long-term 
maintenance of the interpretive infrastructure 
and regular review of its interpretive contents. 

6. Encourage inclusiveness in the interpretation of 
cultural heritage sites, by facilitating the in-

volvement of stakeholders and associated com-

munities in the development and implementa-
tion of interpretive programmes. 

7. Develop technical and professional guidelines 
for heritage interpretation and presentation, in-



cluding technologies, research, and training. 
Such guidelines must be appropriate and sus-

tainable in their social contexts. 

Interpretation and presentation programmes 

should facilitate physical and intellectual access by 

the public to cultural heritage sites. 

Effective interpretation and presentation 

should enhance personal experience, increase public 

respect and understanding, and communicate the im-

portance of the conservation of cultural heritage 

sites.  

  Interpretation and presentation should encour-

age individuals and communities to reflect on their 

own perceptions of a site and assist them in estab-

lishing a meaningful connection to it. The aim 

should be to stimulate further interest, learning, ex-

perience, and exploration.  

Interpretation and presentation programmes 

should identify and assess their audiences demo-

graphically and culturally. Every effort should be 

made to communicate the site’s values and signifi-
cance to its varied audiences.  

The diversity of language among visitors and 

associated communities connected with a heritage 

site should be taken into account in the interpretive 

infrastructure.  

  Interpretation and presentation activities 

should also be physically accessible to the public, in 

all its variety.  

In cases where physical access to a cultural 

heritage site is restricted due to conservation con-

cerns, cultural sensitivities, adaptive re-use, or safety 

issues, interpretation and presentation should be pro-

vided off-site.  

  Interpretation and presentation should be based on 

evidence gathered through accepted scientific and 

scholarly methods as well as from living cultural tra-

ditions.  



Interpretation should show the range of oral 

and written information, material remains, tradi-

tions, and meanings attributed to a site. The sources 

of this information should be documented, archived, 

and made accessible to the public.  

Interpretation should be based on a well re-

searched, multidisciplinary study of the site and its 

surroundings. It should also acknowledge that mean-

ingful interpretation necessarily includes reflection 

on alternative historical hypotheses, local traditions, 

and stories.  

At cultural heritage sites where traditional sto-

rytelling or memories of historical participants pro-

vide an important source of information about the 

significance of the site, interpretive programmes 

should incorporate these oral testimonies — either 

indirectly, through the facilities of the interpretive 

infrastructure, or directly, through the active partici-

pation of members of associated communities as on-

site interpreters.  

Visual reconstructions, whether by artists, ar-

chitects, or computer modelers, should be based 

upon detailed and systematic analysis of environ-

mental, archaeological, architectural, and historical 

data, including analysis of written, oral and icono-

graphic sources, and photography. The information 

sources on which such visual renderings are based 

should be clearly documented and alternative recon-

structions based on the same evidence, when availa-

ble, should be provided for comparison.  

Interpretation and presentation programmes 

and activities should also be documented and ar-

chived for future reference and reflection.  

The Interpretation and Presentation of cultural 

heritage sites should relate to their wider social, cul-

tural, historical, and natural contexts and settings.  

Interpretation should explore the significance 

of a site in its multi-faceted historical, political, spir-

itual, and artistic contexts. It should consider all as-

pects of the site’s cultural, social, and environmental 

significance and values.  

The public interpretation of a cultural heritage 

site should clearly distinguish and date the succes-

sive phases and influences in its evolution. The 



contributions of all periods to the significance of a 

site should be respected.  

Interpretation should also take into account all 

groups that have contributed to the historical and cul-

tural significance of the site.  

The surrounding landscape, natural environ-

ment, and geographical setting are integral parts of a 

site’s historical and cultural significance, and, as 
such, should be considered in its interpretation.  

Intangible elements of a site’s heritage such as 
cultural and spiritual traditions, stories, music, 

dance, theater, literature, visual arts, local customs 

and culinary heritage should be considered in its in-

terpretation.  

The cross-cultural significance of heritage 

sites, as well as the range of perspectives about them 

based on scholarly research, ancient records, and liv-

ing traditions, should be considered in the formula-

tion of interpretive programmes.  

  The Interpretation and presentation of cultural her-

itage sites must respect the basic tenets of authentic-

ity in the spirit of the Nara Document (1994).  

Authenticity is a concern relevant to human 

communities as well as material remains. The design 

of a heritage interpretation programme should re-

spect the traditional social functions of the site and 

the cultural practices and dignity of local residents 

and associated communities.  

Interpretation and presentation should contrib-

ute to the conservation of the authenticity of a cul-

tural heritage site by communicating its significance 

without adversely impacting its cultural values or ir-

reversibly altering its fabric.  

All visible interpretive infrastructures (such as 

kiosks, walking paths, and information panels) must 

be sensitive to the character, setting and the cultural 

and natural significance of the site, while remaining 

easily identifiable.  

On-site concerts, dramatic performances, and 
other interpretive programmes must be carefully 

planned to protect the significance and physical sur-

roundings of the site and minimise disturbance to the 

local residents.  



  The interpretation plan for a cultural heritage site 

must be sensitive to its natural and cultural environ-

ment, with social, financial, and environmental sus-

tainability among its central goals.  

The development and implementation of inter-

pretation and presentation programmes should be an 

integral part of the overall planning, budgeting, and 

management process of cultural heritage sites.  

The potential effect of interpretive infrastruc-

ture and visitor numbers on the cultural value, phys-

ical characteristics, integrity, and natural environ-

ment of the site must be fully considered in heritage 

impact assessment studies.  

Interpretation and presentation should serve a 

wide range of conservation, educational and cultural 

objectives. The success of an interpretive pro-

gramme should not be evaluated solely on the basis 

of visitor attendance figures or revenue.  

Interpretation and presentation should be an 

integral part of the conservation process, enhancing 

the public’s awareness of specific conservation prob-

lems encountered at the site and explaining the ef-

forts being taken to protect the site’s physical integ-
rity and authenticity.  

Any technical or technological elements se-

lected to become a permanent part of a site’s inter-
pretive infrastructure should be designed and con-

structed in a manner that will ensure effective and 

regular maintenance.  

Interpretive programmes should aim to pro-

vide equitable and sustainable economic, social, and 

cultural benefits to all stakeholders through educa-

tion, training and employment opportunities in site 

interpretation programmes.  

  The Interpretation and Presentation of cultural 

heritage sites must be the result of meaningful col-

laboration between heritage professionals, host and 

associated communities, and other stakeholders.  

The multidisciplinary expertise of scholars, 

community members, conservation experts, govern-

mental authorities, site managers and interpreters, 
tourism operators, and other professionals should be 



integrated in the formulation of interpretation and 

presentation programmes. 

The traditional rights, responsibilities, and in-

terests of property owners and host and associated 

communities should be noted and respected in the 

planning of site interpretation and presentation pro-

grammes.  

Plans for expansion or revision of interpreta-

tion and presentation programmes should be open 

for public comment and involvement. It is the right 

and responsibility of all to make their opinions and 

perspectives known.  

Because the question of intellectual property 

and traditional cultural rights is especially relevant 

to the interpretation process and its expression in 

various communication media (such as on-site mul-

timedia presentations, digital media, and printed ma-

terials), legal ownership and right to use images, 

texts, and other interpretive materials should be dis-

cussed, clarified, and agreed in the planning process. 

Continuing research, training, and evaluation are 

essential components of the interpretation of a cul-

tural heritage site.  

The interpretation of a cultural heritage site 

should not be considered to be completed with the 

completion of a specific interpretive infrastructure. 

Continuing research and consultation are important 

to furthering the understanding and appreciation of a 

site’s significance. Regular review should be an in-
tegral element in every heritage interpretation pro-

gramme.  

The interpretive programme and infrastructure 

should be designed and constructed in a way that fa-

cilitates ongoing content revision and/or expansion.  

Interpretation and presentation programmes 

and their physical impact on a site should be contin-

uously monitored and evaluated, and periodic 

changes made on the basis of both scientific and 

scholarly analysis and public feedback. Visitors and 

members of associated communities as well as herit-

age professionals should be involved in this evalua-

tion process.  



Every interpretation programme should be 

considered as an educational resource for people of 

all ages. Its design should take into account its pos-

sible uses in school curricula, informal and lifelong 

learning programmes, communications and infor-

mation media, special activities, events, and seasonal 

volunteer involvement.  

The training of qualified professionals in the 

specialised fields of heritage interpretation and 

presentation, such as content creation, management, 

technology, guiding, and education, is a crucial ob-

jective. In addition, basic academic conservation 

programmes should include a component on inter-

pretation and presentation in their courses of study.  

On-site training programmes and courses 

should be developed with the objective of updating 

and informing heritage and interpretation staff of all 

levels and associated and host communities of recent 

developments and innovations in the field.  

International cooperation and sharing of expe-

rience are essential to developing and maintaining 

standards in interpretation methods and technolo-

gies. To that end, international conferences, work-

shops and exchanges of professional staff as well as 

national and regional meetings should be encour-

aged. These will provide an opportunity for the reg-

ular sharing of information about the diversity of in-

terpretive approaches and experiences in various re-

gions and cultures. 
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