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Preface  

 

 

LU Zhou 

Director of THU-NHC 

 

As more attention is paid to cultural diversity, living heritage and community participation are rising in 

prominence in cultural heritage conservation. The constant amalgamation of basic conservation principles 

from international charters, declarations, and guidelines with experience from different countries, regions, or 

even individual cases has generated various new ideas and approaches that reflect the diversity of cultural 

heritage conservation and add to the intellectual wealth of humanity. 

Cultural heritage is the product or physical remains of the creative activity of humans, including their creative 

thinking and processes. Creative thinking constitutes the fundamental values of cultural heritage as it 

represents specific cultural and philosophical backgrounds and our instinctive exploration and understanding 

of the world. Creative processes can last as long as hundreds or thousands of years, shaped by social, cultural, 

and other influences. They are the source of more diverse historical and cultural values of heritage sites. Such 

an understanding of the diversity of cultural heritage has resulted in more values-based conservation 

philosophies and more diversified conservation practices. 

At the beginning of the 21
st
 century, Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation entered a stage of rapid growth. 

The Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China (or the China Principles), which was adopted 

in 2000, has played a significant role in improving Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation. The China 

Principles itself was born out of Chinaôs own conservation practices and can be considered a combination of 

Chinese conservation philosophy and international principles based on the Venice Charter. It is ultimately a 

system of principles that reflects the unique character of Chinese heritage conservation. Since 2000, China 

has been transitioning from cultural relics protection to cultural heritage conservation. The targets of 

conservation have changed, and more emphasis has been placed on the social benefits of conservation, the 

links between conservation and social and economic progress, and the connections between conservation and 

urban and rural development. Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation has become more dynamic and 

far-reaching. Therefore, it is imperative to rethink how to understand the current need for cultural heritage 

conservation and how to refine conservation theories and identify appropriate conservation methods 

according to the latest developments in this field. 

In 2012, we obtained funding from the National Natural Science Foundation of China and started to review 

the implementation of the China Principles. That project was later combined with ICOMOS Chinaôs revision 

of the document. In May 2014, we invited cultural heritage conservation experts and practitioners from 

around the world to discuss international conservation principles and local conservation practices. These 

proceedings are a collection of papers and presentations from that conference. 
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These inspiring papers examine the ways principles for cultural heritage conservation are interpreted by 

major international conservation organizations, the conservation methods and systems in various countries 

and regions, and Chinaôs conservation practices for different categories of heritage sites. 

2014 is the 50
th
 anniversary of the Venice Charter and 20

th
 anniversary of the Nara Document on Authenticity. 

As conservation philosophies and practices have become more diversified, cultural heritage conservation 

itself has also been undergoing a process of creative development. 
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Theory discussion 

Evolution of Cul tural Heritage Conservation Philosophy  

Through the Lens of the Revised China Principles  

 

Lu Zhou 

Director of THU-NHC 

 

The Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China (the China Principles) was adopted by the 

Chinese Commission for the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS China) in 2000. As an 

important underlying document in the field of cultural heritage conservation in China, its release marked the 

establishment of the countryôs own conservation system and connected the Chinese system to international 

principles. During the past 13 years, the China Principles has been playing a prominent role in the evolution 

of Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation. 

 

The Principles are a set of professional guidelines for heritage conservation. All those who work in 

heritage conservation, including public servants and persons involved in management, research, 

survey, design, construction, education, and the media, are bound by the Principles in matters of 

professional practice and ethics. 

The Principles specify criteria for the evaluation of all conservation work. Conservation practice 

must conform strictly with relevant legal regulations and provisions. 

The Principles also provide the basis for evaluating all professional plans and the results of their 

implementation. 

 

Since the 1990s, new ideas and trends have been emerging in the international conservation community. 

Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation has made significant progress and encountered a new set of challenges 

in the 21
st
 century. Therefore, ICOMOS China initiated the revision of the China Principles in 2010, which is 

now nearly complete. The revised China Principles further reveals the relationship between Chinese and 

international cultural heritage conservation. It also reflects the connections between the universal principles 

for conservation and regional practices in the context of cultural diversity. 

1. The Conservation of Cultural Value  

The 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the World 
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Heritage Convention) explains the value of cultural heritage: 

Article 1  

For the purposes of this Convention, the following shall be considered as ñcultural heritage:ò 

Monuments: architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, elements or 

structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations of features, 

which are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art, or science. 

Groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of their architecture, 

their homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal value from the point 

of view of history, art, or science. 

Sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including archaeological 

sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological or 

anthropological point of view. 

The above explanation is consistent with the spirit of Chinaôs conservation laws and regulations, especially 

the Law of the People's Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics (the Law on Protection of Cultural 

Relics): ñThe State places under its protection the following cultural relics within the boundaries of the 

People's Republic of China: (1) Sites of ancient culture, ancient tombs, ancient architectural structures, cave 

temples, stone carvings and murals that are of historical, artistic or scientific value.ò  

Sharing an understanding of the values of cultural heritage with the international conservation community, 

China ratified the World Heritage Convention in 1985, and six Chinese sites, the Forbidden City, the Great 

Wall, the Mogao Grottoes, the Mausoleum of the First Qin Emperor, the Peking man site at Zhoukoudian, and 

Mount Tai, were inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1987. Chinaôs ratification of the World Heritage 

Convention helped the Chinese system of cultural relics protection to better preserve and manage Chinaôs 

World Heritage Sites and assimilate into the international system of cultural heritage conservation. It also 

facilitated the exchange of ideas between China and other countries. 

After the 1980s, the world started to tackle the challenges posed by economic globalization, and the 

protection of cultural diversity became a significant topic. As a guardian of cultural diversity, the United 

Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) launched the World Decade for 

Cultural Development (1988-1997) program and proposed four themes: acknowledging the cultural 

dimension of development, affirming and enriching cultural identities, broadening participation in culture, 

and promoting international cultural cooperation. 

In its medium-term plan for 1990-1995, UNESCO says, 

The cultural heritage may be defined as the entire corpus of material signs ï either artistic or 

symbolic ï handed on by the past to each culture and, therefore, to the whole of humankind. As a 

constituent part of the affirmation and enrichment of cultural identities, as a legacy belonging to all 

humankind, the cultural heritage gives each particular place its recognizable features and is the 

storehouse of human experience. The preservation and presentation of the cultural heritage are 

therefore a corner-stone of any cultural policy. 
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The issue of the imbalance of World Heritage Sites was raised in the 1990s. It is believed that there are 

imbalances between cultural and natural heritage sites, between different categories of sites, and between 

different regions, in terms of their number of sites and conservation capacity. When it comes to cultural 

heritage, the core issue is the imbalance of cultural expression. To address this issue, the World Heritage 

Committee and the international consulting agencies proposed new types of cultural heritage, including 

cultural landscapes and cultural routes. It used to be difficult for certain heritage sites to be inscribed on the 

World Heritage List according to the traditional evaluation system based on historical value. However, the 

values of those sites have started to be recognized as people embracing the cultural landscape concept. These 

new types of cultural heritage are generating a new evaluation framework in which cultural value plays a 

central role. 

Cultural value is not mentioned in the Chinese legal framework but is nevertheless an important concern in 

reality. The third national survey of cultural relics completed an inventory of existing cultural heritage in 

mainland China. According to the survey, there were 766,722 immovable cultural relics in mainland China, 

more than twice the number of the second national survey. The increase itself reflected a change in the 

understanding of immovable cultural relics. The Ancient Tea Horse Road, the Grand Canal, the Ancient 

Jujube Garden in Juguan, and many groups of traditional buildings in villages are included in the National 

Lists of Major Officially Protected Sites, which demonstrates that cultural value has been incorporated into 

heritage conservation and evaluation system in mainland China. 

Mainland China is experienced in using the concept of cultural value to protect cultural heritage. For example, 

when submitting nominations to the World Heritage Committee, China described Mount Wutai as a Buddhist 

sanctuary, the historic monuments of Dengfeng as being in ñthe center of heaven and earth,ò and the West 

Lake and the Honghe Hani Rice Terraces as cultural landscapes. 

Therefore, it is appropriate for the revised China Principles to recognize cultural value as an important type 

of value for heritage sites. 

Considering the trend in the international conservation community and Chinaôs own practices of cultural 

heritage conservation in recent years, the inclusion of cultural value in the China Principles is justifiable. In 

fact, it is consistent with the reality of conservation in China. For example, cultural value was an important 

factor during the relocation project for a heritage site in the 1990s. At that time, the Zhang Fei Temple in 

Yunyang would be inundated by the Three Gorges Dam. Experts analysed its cultural and social value and 

decided to move the temple 30 kilometres upstream and continue to maintain the temple and Yunyang County 

on opposite sides of the river. 

The concept of cultural value in the revised China Principles is more about the protection of the cultural 

diversity of different ethnic groups, regions and of the vernacular cultural heritage with unique local features. 

It emphasizes the value interpretation and conservation of Chinese cultural landscapes that have been 

recognized as World Heritage Sites, including Mount Lu, Mount Wutai, the West Lake, and the Honghe Hani 

Rice Terraces. It also addresses the issue of cultural interpretation and protection for Chinaôs cultural routes 

such as the Silk Road, the Grand Canal, the Ancient Tea Horse Road, the Shu Roads, and the route of the 

Long March. To some extent, Chinaôs conservation of its World Heritage Sites has facilitated its 

understanding of the cultural value concept. 

The concept of cultural value is reflected in some international documents similar to the China Principles, the 
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best-known of which is the Burra Charter. The Burra Charter was adopted by ICOMOS Australia in 1979 

and revised in 1981, 1988, and 1999. As part of the international conservation system based on the Venice 

Charter, the Burra Charter established a set of conservation principles targeted at the character of Australiaôs 

heritage sites. Taking into account the unique composition of Australiaôs heritage sites, the Burra Charter 

integrated the concept of cultural significance, which is also mentioned in the Venice Charter, with the 

Australian reality. In the Australian document, cultural significance is seen as an overarching concept that 

incorporates historical, artistic, and many other values. 

Australiaôs understanding of cultural value is vastly different from that of China. Historical value will remain 

the focus of mainland China in many years to come. Ignoring or diminishing historical value would cause 

confusion and might undermine Chinaôs conservation efforts. Therefore, the revised China Principles regard 

cultural value as something parallel with historical, artistic, and scientific value and on equal footing with 

social value. 

The understanding of cultural value, in the revised China Principles, is consistent with the reality and need of 

Chinaôs mainland cultural heritage conservation. It will guide the development of Chinaôs mainland   

conservation efforts and contribute to the establishment of a new evaluation system for the protection of 

cultural diversity and living heritage. 

2. The Principle of Authenticity  

Authenticity is an important criterion for the evaluation of cultural heritage in the Operational Guidelines for 

the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention (the Operational Guidelines). The evolution of this 

criterion reflects the development of the theories and practices of international cultural heritage conservation. 

The concept of authenticity originated from the protection of works of art, especially during 18
th
 and 19

th 

century Europe, where art history was flourishing as a subject, and the collection and protection of artworks 

were emerging. Today, it is widely believed that the concept of authenticity first appeared in the Venice 

Charter: 

Imbued with a message from the past, the historic monuments of generations of people remain to the 

present day as living witnesses of their age-old traditions. People are becoming more and more 

conscious of the unity of human value and regard ancient monuments as a common heritage. The 

common responsibility to safeguard them for future generations is recognized. It is our duty to hand 

them on in the full richness of their authenticity. 

é  

The intention in conserving and restoring monuments is to safeguard them no less as works of art 

than as historical evidence. 

é  

The process of restoration is a highly specialized operation. Its aim is to preserve and reveal the 

aesthetic and historic value of the monument and is based on respect for original material and 

authentic documents. It must stop at the point where conjecture begins, and in this case, moreover 

any extra work which is indispensable, must be distinct from the architectural composition and must 
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bear a contemporary stamp. The restoration, in any case, must be preceded and followed by an 

archaeological and historical study of the monument. 

é  

Replacements of missing parts must integrate harmoniously with the whole, but at the same time must 

be distinguishable from the original so that restoration does not falsify the artistic or historic 

evidence. 

The concept of authenticity in the Venice Charter is further explained in the Operational Guidelines, which 

was passed by the World Heritage Committee in 1977: ñIn addition, property should meet the test of 

authenticity in design, materials, workmanship and setting; authenticity does not limit consideration to 

original form and structure but includes all subsequent modifications and additions, over the course of time, 

which in themselves possess artistic or historical values.ò 

The Nara Document on Authenticity, adopted at the Nara Conference in 1994, sparked a discussion on 

authenticity in mainland China. Different schools of thought have been clashing over the interpretation of 

authenticity. Some translate the word ñauthenticityò as yuanzhenxing ( , literally ñoriginal and true 

characterò) thus claiming that authenticity is associated with the original state of heritage sites. They try to 

invoke the notion of ñrestoring the original state,ò which once existed in the discourse of cultural relic 

protection in mainland China. These people emphasize the importance of restoration and even argue, 

ñDamaged relics and structures will still have scientific, artistic, and historical values as long as their original 

shapes and structures are carefully repaired and scientifically restored with the aid of original materials and 

building techniques. Traditional structures that have been scientifically restored according to the principle of 

ónot changing the original stateô should not be seen as ófake antiquesô.ò Some people believe that they can 

preserve the authenticity of a traditional building by repairing it with materials collected from another 

building from the same period. There are even people who put authenticity in opposition to the Venice 

Charter, hoping to rely on the former to compromise the principles in the latter. 

The Nara Document enlarged the scope of authenticity to provide holistic protection for all types of cultural 

significance associated with cultural heritage in the context of cultural diversity. The 1977 Operational 

Guidelines prescribes that all cultural heritage sites should meet the test of authenticity in design, materials, 

workmanship, and setting while the Nara Document says that the aspects of authenticity include form and 

design, material and substance, use and function, tradition and technique, location and setting, spirit and 

feeling, and other internal and external factors. The Nara Document emphasizes an integrated understanding 

and conservation of cultural heritage, considering tangible and intangible cultural heritage as a whole. 

Unfortunately, it was not until 2005, ten years after the Nara Document was adopted and two years after the 

Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage was passed, that UNESCO added this 

interpretation of authenticity into the Operational Guidelines (2005 edition). The world had lost the 

opportunity to build on its original framework of heritage conservation and establish a more inclusive system 

incorporating both tangible and intangible cultural heritage. 

In one of his essays, Knut Einar Larsen asserts, 

The Nara Document on Authenticity reflects the fact that international preservation doctrine has 

moved from a Euro-centric approach to a post-modern position, characterized by recognition of 

cultural relativism. This is not to say that international debate on cultural heritage authenticity lacks 
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meaning after the Nara Document. In this situation, preservation experts are forced to clarify the use 

of the concept of authenticity within their own countries and cultural spheres. 

Nobuko Inaba calls the Nara Conference on Authenticity a milestone in the history of heritage conservation. 

According to Inaba, the most important result of the conference was the expansion of the concept of cultural 

heritage, which mainly refers to physical remains in the Venice Charter, and the discussion on cultural and 

heritage diversity. She observes that the Nara Conference, in some peopleôs eyes, was a re-examination or 

critique of Euro-centrism, echoing the frequent debates over stone and brick versus wooden structures 

(Japanese cultural heritage sites are mostly made of the fragile organic material of timber) or over European 

versus non-European cultural heritage. But she believes that such an interpretation underestimates the true 

value of the conference. In Inabaôs opinion, the Nara Conference expanded the concept of authenticity from 

the physical materials to the spirit and feeling behind the cultural heritage. Yet she also says that, as people 

use the word ñauthenticityò to discuss many expanded concepts, the term itself can cause confusion. 

In fact, despite the postmodernist perspective offered by the Nara Document, many people and organizations 

in the community of cultural heritage conservation, including ICOMOS itself, apply the principle of 

authenticity with a modernist mind set. Thus, the word ñauthenticityò can indeed be baffling. This problem 

also exists when discussing authenticity in mainland China. 

Nevertheless, in recent years, the Chinese have realized the importance of authenticity in their conservation 

work. The revised China Principles places some of the principles proposed in the older edition under the 

umbrella of authenticity. It also considers the cultural value of heritage and attempts to address Chinaôs 

unique issues using the principle of authenticity. 

Some principles in the 2000 edition of the China Principles have been widely embraced in mainland China, 

including ñconservation must be undertaken in situ,ò ñphysical remains should be conserved in their historic 

condition without loss of evidence,ò ñappropriate aesthetic criteria should be observed,ò ñthe setting of a 

heritage site must be conserved,ò and ña building that no longer survives should not be reconstructed.ò They 

largely correspond to the conservation of tangible aspect of cultural heritage under the principle of 

authenticity. The revised China Principles thus combines these into the ñauthenticityò principle and also 

advocates the conservation of cultural traditions associated with the tangible heritage. Therefore, it seeks to 

address the situation in which the conservation of tangible heritage alters the original social structure and 

traditional lifestyle of local communities. 

The principle of authenticity in the revised China Principles is not only based on the original principles for 

cultural relicôs protection in mainland China but targeted at existing issues in the field of heritage 

conservation. The principle of authenticity highlights the integrity of cultural heritage and reflects the 

integrated view of cultural heritage conservation in mainland China. 

3. The Appropriate Use of Cultural Heritage  

Appropriate use is a widely accepted approach to cultural heritage conservation. The European Charter of the 

Architectural Heritage, which was passed by the European Council in 1975, says, 

The architectural heritage is a capital of irreplaceable spiritual, cultural, social and economic value. 

Each generation places a different interpretation on the past and derives new inspiration from it. This 
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capital has been built up over the centuries; the destruction of any part of it leaves us poorer since 

nothing new that we create, however fine, will make good the loss. Our society now has to husband 

its resources. Far from being a luxury, this heritage is an economic asset which can be used to save 

community resources é Integrated conservation is achieved by the application of sensitive 

restoration techniques and the correct choice of appropriate functions. 

The European Union intends to ensure that its architectural heritage can fulfil appropriate functions and 

remain active in contemporary society, as evidenced by many cases of conservation in different European 

countries. 

The Third General Assembly of ICOMOS met in Budapest in 1972 and passed the Resolutions of the 

Symposium on the Introduction of Contemporary Architecture into Ancient Groups of Buildings. The 

document states, ñThe revitalization of monuments and groups of buildings, by the finding of new uses for 

them, is legitimate and recommendable provided such uses affect, whether externally or internally, neither 

their structure nor their character as complete entities.ò ICOMOS further explains in the Washington Charter 

the relationship between the conservation, use of cultural heritage and social development:  

ñThe conservation of historic towns and urban areasò is understood to mean those steps necessary 

for the protection, conservation, and restoration of such towns and areas as well as their 

development and harmonious adaptation to contemporary life. 

é  

8. New functions and activities should be compatible with the character of the historic town or urban 

area. Adaptation of these areas to contemporary life requires the careful installation or improvement 

of public service facilities. 

9. The improvement of housing should be one of the basic objectives of conservation.  

10. When it is necessary to construct new buildings or adapt existing ones, the existing spatial layout 

should be respected, especially in terms of scale and lot size.  

The introduction of contemporary elements in harmony with the surroundings should not be 

discouraged since such features can contribute to the enrichment of an area.   

Article 33 of the Recommendation concerning the Safeguarding and Contemporary Role of Historic Areas of 

UNESCO says, 

Protection and restoration should be accompanied by revitalization activities. It would thus be 

essential to maintain appropriate existing functions, in particular trades and crafts, and establish 

new ones, which, if they are to be viable in the long term, should be compatible with the economic 

and social context of the town, region, or country where they are introduced. The cost of 

safeguarding operations should be evaluated not only in terms of the cultural value of the buildings 

but also in relation to the value they acquire through the use made of them. The social problems of 

safeguarding cannot be seen correctly unless reference is made to both these value scales. These 

functions should answer the social, cultural and economic needs of the inhabitants without harming 

the specific nature of the area concerned. A cultural revitalization policy should make historic areas 

centers of cultural activities and give them a central role to play in the cultural development of the 
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communities around them. 

The appropriate use of cultural heritage is an important element in the basic conservation policy of mainland 

China and is mentioned in the Law on Protection of Cultural Relics. Since the officially protected sites in 

mainland China are deemed as public properties, most of them are being used as museums or tourist 

attractions. Some of them, such as temples, schools, and public buildings, are still performing their original 

functions. 

In order to boost the economy, some local governments in mainland China authorized travel agencies to 

operate officially protected sites in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Due to their lack of basic conservation 

knowledge and skills, some travel agencies damaged the sites they managed. This problem drew considerable 

public attention and criticism, prompting the authorities to revise the Law on Protection of Cultural Relics. 

Article 24 of the revised law stipulates, ñNo immovable cultural relics owned by the State may be transferred 

or mortgaged. State-owned cultural relics which are established as museums or cultural relicôs preservation 

institutes or used as tourist sites should not be made enterprise assets for business operation.ò After the 

revision came into force, fewer travel agencies were involved in the operation of officially protected sites. 

The use of early modern buildings is a prominent issue in the conservation of officially protected sites in 

mainland China. The Chinese concept of modern buildings is similar to the international definition of 20
th
 

century architectural heritage. The schools, banks, hotels, theatres, and other public buildings, that have been 

announced as major, national-level sites, are considered modern buildings in mainland China. Most of them 

are being used for their original purposes but may not be up to current building safety standards. Therefore, 

they need to be reinforced and renovated to maintain their original functions, values, and main features and 

meet contemporary needs. The biggest challenge for this type of cultural heritage site is to preserve its 

original structure and strike a balance between effective conservation and compliance with current standards 

and needs. 

Mainland Chinaôs industrialization began in the late 1970s and has been going on for more than 30 years. In 

recent years, some cities have adjusted their economic structure, and large industrial enterprises, such as the 

Jiangnan Shipyard of Shanghai, the Shougang Corporation of Beijing, and many companies in the Tiexi 

District of Shenyang, have been moved out of cities. The relocated industrial enterprises left a large number 

of plants and buildings behind, which has an important bearing on the historical conservation and future 

development of Chinese cities. People are discussing the conservation of industrial heritage in mainland 

China, and some cities are attempting to protect and use these old industrial sites. Beijing formulated a 

redevelopment plan for the former site of the Shougang Corporation, emphasizing that conservation and 

utilization should be equally important. After the Jiangnan Shipyard was relocated, the local government set 

about protecting its old buildings and used some of its former factories for the World Expo. In the Tiexi 

District of Shenyang, an old foundry was transformed into the China Industry Museum, and some residential 

buildings meant for factory workers became exhibition halls for the public to learn about the everyday life of 

the past. In other cities, old factories and industrial buildings are now used as art and design studios, 

commercial properties, and restaurants. These efforts have not only preserved the original urban architectural 

environment but revitalized the urban districts that had slipped into decline due to the relocation of industrial 

enterprises. 

After the third national survey of cultural relics and the release of the seventh National List of Major 

Officially Protected Sites, the use of heritage sites attracted more public attention in mainland China. Once 
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more, the numbers of immovable cultural relics and major national-level sites both doubled. The newly added 

sites represented a wider variety of cultural heritage and ownership types. The demand for the appropriate use 

of cultural heritage also became stronger. 

Since 2000, mainland China has been seeking to integrate cultural heritage conservation with social and 

urban-rural development, especially the cultural development of urban and rural areas. The construction of 

national archaeological site parks, which has received support from local governments in recent years, is yet 

another example of the use of cultural heritage in mainland China. 

In 2005, the State Administration of Cultural Heritage (SACH) of China initiated a project for the 

conservation of the traditional wooden architecture in southern Shanxi Province. The purpose of the project 

was to repair and protect the 152 wooden structures built before the Yuan Dynasty that are located at 105 

major national-level cultural heritage in the south of Shanxi. As the repair work is being completed, an urgent 

problem has arisen: most of these wooden structures are located in remote areas, thus making them difficult 

to properly manage and maintain; extra care needs to be taken to avoid abandoning and damaging these 

newly repaired cultural heritage sites. 

In 2013, SACH gathered cultural heritage officials, non-governmental organizations, and experts from 

Taiwan, Hong Kong, Macau, and mainland China to exchange ideas about the use of cultural heritage. In the 

same year, the Wuxi Forum, cultural heritage conservationôs most important forum in mainland China, also 

discussed the use of cultural heritage. The issue of utilization is highlighted in the repair and conservation 

projects for the groups of traditional buildings in Chengkan and Huangtian, two Anhui villages that are major, 

national-level cultural heritage sites. Specific plans have been devised to appropriately use the buildings. 

The appropriate use of cultural heritage is of special concern in the revised China Principles. Not only is it 

mentioned in the general principles but there are articles that specifically discuss appropriate use, presentation 

and interpretation, reconstruction, and original function. 

In order to address existing problems in practice, the revised edition emphasizes that usage should take into 

consideration a siteôs value and attributes and not diminish its value. It argues that use must consider the 

capacity of a site and prohibits any use of a site that exceeds its capacity. According to the revised China 

Principles, when considering the appropriate use of a site, a selection of options needs to be provided and 

compared. It says that there must be no change to original forms, structures, techniques, materials, 

decorations, and settings that reflect a siteôs attributes simply for the needs of use. Moreover, the revised 

China Principles points out that all the measures adopted to use a site should be reversible. Considering the 

situation in mainland China and drawing from the experience of Hong Kong and Macau, the new edition also 

states that appropriate use should incorporate necessary procedures to ensure that a site is used equitably as a 

public resource with priority given to its use for public benefit. 

According to the conservation principle for living heritage, sites that still retain their original functions, 

particularly those whose functions have become an integral part of their value, should be encouraged to 

maintain their original mode of use. The revised China Principles considers the continuation of a siteôs 

original function to be an aspect of conservation mainly because physical remains are overemphasized during 

the conservation of historic Chinese districts, villages, and towns, whose original function, social structure, 

and cultural tradition tend to be neglected. In this case, the preservation of original function is not only about 

the use of cultural heritage but about authenticity principle as well. 
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Conclusion  

The revised China Principles proposes guidelines on the value and use of cultural heritage and conservation 

principles that are based on the reality in mainland China and the prevailing trends in the international 

conservation community. It also emphasizes the sharing of benefits from conservation, the importance of 

management, and the protection of living heritage, incorporating new categories of cultural heritage such as 

cultural landscapes, cultural routes, historic canals, industrial heritage, and technological heritage. The new 

edition lays down specific requirements for the conservation of these new types of cultural heritage and other 

categories as well, including architectural paintings, murals, polychrome sculptures, stone carvings, 

commemorative places, and historically and culturally famous cities, villages, and towns. 

The protection of as well as the respect for cultural diversity are increasingly embraced by the international 

community. Local principles and methods are being devised in different cultural contexts. A new challenge 

for countries around the world is to generate momentum for heritage conservation and establish effective 

conservation mechanisms within their own cultures. When addressing conservation issues, mainland China 

needs to consider the character of Chinese culture and the continuity of its policy. The revision of the China 

Principles is such an attempt to conduct effective conservation of Chinaôs cultural heritage. 
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The Development of the China Principles: a Revie w to Date  

 

Neville Agnew, Martha Demas and Sharon Sullivan 

 

ABSTRACT 

There is a long history of heritage conservation in modern China and by the late 20th century a 

comprehensive national legislation for the protection of cultural heritage had been developed. The 

development of heritage conservation drew upon new approaches from the West, and their 

appropriate adaptation to Chinese conditions. The Principles for the Conservation of Heritage 

Sites in China, (the ñChina Principlesò) were a continuation of this process. They are the first set 

of professional, non-regulatory guidelines, for heritage site conservation in China. Promulgated in 

2000 by ICOMOS China and authorised by the State Administration for Cultural Heritage 

(SACH), and translated into English by the Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) (see 

www.getty.edu/conservation ) they constitute a significant step towards a consistent and 

deliberate values based management approach to conservation and towards the development of 

professionalism in the practice of conservation broadly conceived, whilst being explicit for 

heritage sites. 

This paper briefly describes the drafting of the China Principles through a collaboration of the 

SACH, the GCI, and the then Australian Heritage Commission (AHC), and goes on to analyse the 

international reception of the Principles, including their general acceptance as an important 

addition to developing theory and practice, critiques of their status in international practice, and 

discussion of their content and effectiveness. 

Application of the China Principles, through development and implementation of master plans at 

two Chinese World Heritage Sites was the next phase of the project. Key Chinese professionals 

and site managers, along with experts from the GCI and the AHC, developed and implemented 

aspects) of the China Principles (e.g., site master planning, visitor capacity and management, and 

conservation) at the Mogao Grottoes and at Chengdeôs Shuxiang Temple.  

At the same time, the China Principles continued to gain acceptance nationally and recognition 

internationally and after 10 years a revision and enlargement of the heritage categories of the 

Principles was undertaken, now finalized. The authors discuss the review, from a number of 

perspectives ï response to experience in implementation, further adaption of the Principles to 

Chinese conditions, and the relationship of the revision to international developments in 

conservation, especially in values-based management 

The paper concludes with a discussion of needs and prospects for the future. 

http://www.getty.edu/conservation
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Introduction  

The Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China - the 'China Principles' ïwere developed as 

comprehensive guidelines for the conservation and management of immoveable cultural heritage (Agnew and 

Demas 2002). The China Principles exhibit strong continuity with past conservation practice in China as it 

has developed internally over the last 70 years, while accepting new approaches to conservation and 

management planning developed in the West. Although there is well-developed national legislation (Law of 

the People's Republic of China (PRC) on the Protection of Cultural Relics, 2002) for the protection of cultural 

heritage and many regulations and ordinances detailing conservation procedures, the Principles were the first 

set of professional, non-regulatory guidelines for the People's Republic.  

In content and formulation the Principles incorporate legal and professional approaches to the conservation 

and management of cultural heritage that have their roots in the early part of the twentieth century. 

Legislation on the protection of cultural heritage goes back to the very end of the Qing Dynasty with the 

promulgation of the 1909 ordinance (Lai, Demas and Agnew 2004), while certain practices and legal 

formulations go back even further. 

The beginnings of modern professional practice came out of the innovative and formative period of the 1920s 

and 1930s in tandem with the development of the disciplines of archaeology and architectural history. 

Preeminent in the development of architectural history and conservation was Liang Sicheng (1901-1972) who 

recognized the value of ancient architecture and the need for its preservation, as well as the importance of 

raising social awareness as a means to achieving its survival. Liang's ideas parallel those of the Athens and 

Venice Charters in rejecting restoration to splendid and new condition and advocating a respect for ancient 

architecture as an authentic record of the past feudalism. Liang remains a figure of great stature in Chinese 

architectural history and his seminal ideas and emphasis on physical fabric permeate conservation practice 

and theory to the present day including a strong influence on the China Principles (Lai, Demas, and Agnew 

2004). What Liang and his successors could not have foreseen was the explosion of development and social 

change that would hit China in the 1980s and have a profound impact on the cultural heritage. It was in 

response to these changes and subsequent modern challenges to heritage conservation that the Chinese 

authorities decided to develop a set of conservation and management guidelines. 

Development of the China Principles  

The China Principles were collaboratively developed over a period of three years (1997-2000) by a core 

group of 10 Chinese professionals who, with the GCI (Getty Conservation Institute) and the AHC (Australian 

Heritage Commission), drafted the document. This group included senior professionals from architecture, 

archaeology, conservation, and site management and a larger group of 30 experts who vetted the drafts and 

provided input at various points in the process.  Leading the team was the then deputy director-general 

Zhang Bai of SACH who was also Chairman of ICOMOS China. 

The Chinese leadership of the China Principles initiative recognized that the process would benefit by having 

an outside, international perspective; hence the tripartite partnership and involvement of outside organizations. 

The process agreed upon comprised a series of workshops and meetings in Australia, China and the US over a 

3-year period (1997-2000). 
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During the two workshops in Australia, the main focus was on the Burra Charter: how it was developed, 

adopted, and used in everyday practice. Particular attention was paid to what the Burra Charter does best: 

significance assessment and planning. Visits were made to a number of key sites which demonstrated a range 

of conservation and management issues and methodologies. Other concepts which were particularly 

significant were adaptive reuse, and the use of the Burra Charter as a common language in Australian practice. 

Meetings with heritage practitioners demonstrated the interaction between official heritage agencies and the 

private sector. The Burra Charter was translated into Chinese for this purpose, which was the beginning of 

what became a major sub-initiative of the project, the development of a glossary of professional concepts and 

terms to ensure consistent usage and common understanding between the Chinese and English languages. 

Meetings with Australia ICOMOS members were also built into the workshops in order to assist ICOMOS 

China in the development of its membership. 

Interspersed with the Australian workshops, a series of meetings in China was held over the three years, with 

visits to a range of cultural sites in Hebei, Liaoning, Yunnan, Fujian and Gansu provinces and discussions 

were held with site managers and practitioners. The experience gained on-site stimulated debate and led to 

frequent re-writing of the developing Principles. 

A final study tour to the United States focused on archaeological and Native American sites in the Southwest 

US, where issues of conservation of archaeological sites and the relationship of indigenous communities with 

their past were brought forth; and on the east coast, on historic districts, an inside look at the management of 

Colonial Williamsburg, and the roles and responsibilities of governmental and non-governmental agencies, 

such as the US National Park Service, US ICOMOS, the Advisory Council, and other organizations in 

Washington, DC. 

The workshops, site visits, and discussions with professionals in three countries provided a way to work 

through difficult concepts and test the legitimacy of the developing Principles against international norms and 

real site issues. The Principles were reviewed by the committee of some 30 Chinese experts convened by 

SACH, and finalised and formally launched at a conference in Beijing in the autumn of 2000. 

English translation of the China Principles followed in 2002 (Agnew and Demas eds. 2002). The China 

Principles was always seen as a living document to be revised in due course. It was anticipated that it would 

undoubtedly change as practitioners confronted and responded to the many challenges they faced in conserving 

the cultural heritage of China today. 

Application Phase  

The next stage of the project was that the GCI and the Australian Department of the Environment and 

Heritage, (DEH) with the encouragement and assistance of SACH worked in cooperation with relevant site 

staff, to carry out projects which tested and applied various elements of the Principles, at the Mogao Grottoes 

and the  Chengde Mountain Resort and Outlying Temples World Heritage Sites. 

Another speaker at this conference, the Executive Director of the Dunhuang Academy (DA), Wang Xudong, 

will discuss elements of the application of the China Principles at Mogao. We will therefore only briefly 

discuss them here. 
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Master planning  

As a leader in conservation in China, the DA was involved in both the development and application of the 

China Principles.  In 1999 the DA, the GCI, and the AHC began work on the Mogao Conservation Master 

Plan using the methodology outlined in the China Principles. The idea was to work simultaneously on both 

practice and principles so that each would inform the other. The Dunhuang Academy was the first cultural 

heritage organization to apply the formal planning methodology of the China Principles to the drafting of a 

master plan (Fan 2010; Agnew et al. 2004). Throughout 2000-2002, several workshops were held to develop 

the plan, working with senior staff from the various departments of the DA who contributed information and 

research for the assessments and developed the objectives and strategies.  

The China Principles planning process begins with investigation and identification of a site and its 

components. For Mogao, such investigation has been underway for over 50 years. Nevertheless, the planning 

process was an opportunity to assimilate and synthesize existing information on the art, history, geology, and 

environment, to undertake new surveys to better document the resource, and to identify gaps in knowledge 

about the site. Some of the results from this process have been new digital photography and condition surveys 

of all the grottoes, a new photogrammetric survey of the cliff face, and better integration of archival 

documentation.  

Assessment is the key to the conservation planning process and more than 2 years were spent in carrying out 

research, assessment, and analysis of all aspects of Mogao prior to determining the objectives of the plan. 

Although there was already extensive information and knowledge about the values, condition and 

management context of the site, additional research and compilation of this information was needed. In order 

to assess condition and management context, the planning team also undertook an analysis of the siteôs 

strengths, weakness, opportunities and threats and organized these in a table for each of the main 

programmatic areas of the plan (Conservation, Use, Research, and Management) 

The exceptional historic, artistic and research values of the Mogao grottoes have long been recognized and 

are the bedrock of Mogaoôs significance. The social and natural values, however, had not been explicitly 

recognized in the past and were brought forth during the planning process. The assessment of condition 

identified areas of greatest concern that would need to be addressed. Identifying these problems involved 

discussion among the conservation department staff who have long experience with the site. It also meant 

undertaking new surveys of condition in order to categorize and visually map the existing state of the grottoes 

and prioritize future work.  

The explicit assessment of management context was a new element in the assessment process in China and 

was a new experience for Mogao staff. Many problems confronting the site emerged during the assessment of 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. These related to visitor management, such as the need for 

surveys to understand visitor behaviour and expectations, for determining the carrying capacity, and for 

enhancing visitor experience, operational and infrastructure needs, improvements in staff housing, and the 

need to consult and dialogue with stakeholders, especially the local tourism authorities. 

The China Principles planning process involves establishing or re-assessing the óFour Legal Prerequisites,ô 

which pertain to site boundaries and buffer zones, official public  notification of the siteôs legal status, 

archival records and a site management organization At Mogao, these were established in 1961 when the site 
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was first designated a nationally protected site. Nevertheless, the planning process was an opportunity to 

review the state of the buffer and development control zones at Mogao and take actions to enlarge them and 

strengthen their legal protection. This resulted in extension of the buffer zone to protect the approach to 

Mogao, historic resources such as an ancient cemetery, and the siteôs view sheds to the east (Sanwei Mts).  

The conservation and management decisions made about the future of Mogao followed from the assessments 

of significance, condition, and management context. These decisions are formulated in the plan as Goals, 

Policies, and Objectives. Long-term Goals for Mogao encapsulated the core mission of the site in the areas of 

conservation, research, and education. The Principles identified the most appropriate ways of preserving 

Mogaoôs significance and guiding its future care and development. Of particular importance at Mogao were 

general principles of conserving authenticity and integrity and implementation principles of minimal 

intervention, not changing the historic condition, and using tried and proven technologies. The Objectives 

stated what would be done to preserve the values, in accordance with the Goals and Principles, and are 

grouped under the main programmatic areas of Conservation, Use, Research and Management.   

The Conservation Objectives addressed not only the grottoes, but also the setting and natural environment, 

the maintenance needs, and improvements in the quality of conservation work and in science and technology 

capabilities. The Use Objectives focused on enhancing the quality and diversity of the visitorôs experience at 

the site, while managing the negative impacts of too many visitors. Research Objectives are considered a 

separate programmatic activity at Mogao because of the importance of Dunhuang Studies since the founding 

of the Dunhunag Academy. Management Objectives were targeted at a broad range of issues such as 

enhancing staff motivation and professional capacity, establishing a partnership with Lanzhou University to 

create a masterôs program in wall paintings conservation, enhancing international collaborations, developing 

infrastructure both for tourism and staff needs, and exploring repatriation of the contents of the Library Cave.  

Implementation of the plan required the development of strategy or action sub-plans. Strategy plans are the 

most detailed level of planning, specifying how the objective will be achieved and establishing resources 

required, and time-frames and responsibilities to get the work done. Many of these detailed plans were 

developed later in the course of the life of the plan, but all of the planôs objectives included some degree of 

detail about how the objective was to be achieved. 

In 2003 the DA contracted with a nationally certified planning organization (the Architectural Design Institute 

of China, Beijing) to finalize the Master Plan and undertake physical planning, which included condition, 

values (significance and integrity), geology, vegetation, setting, historic architecture, modern infrastructure, 

and use zones (China Academy et al. 2010).  

As a certified planning organization, the Architectural Design Institute also ensured that the plan complied 

with the format of the newly issued regulations for master planning at national level heritage sites. 
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The DA and the GCI also developed a visitor impact and carrying capacity study for the control of visitors, and 

developed and implemented a detailed conservation methodology for one of the painted and decorated caves at Mogao, 

Cave 85 (Wong and Agnew, eds. 2013.)  

 

The Mogao Visitor Impact and Carrying Capacity Study arose out of issues and needs identified as part 

of the master planning process. The fragile state of the caves, the increasing numbers of visitors, and hence 

the impending threat to both heritage values and visitor satisfaction led to a multi-year study, including the 

development of a research and assessment strategy, detailed analytical investigations, environmental research 

monitoring, deterioration monitoring and a wide range of research into visitor characteristics and behaviour. 

This in turn led to an assessment of the physical conditions of visited caves and the management environment, 

and the development of measures and strategies which would allow a quality visitor experience to the site 

while at the same time ensuring the protection of values (Demas, Agnew and Fan, in press, 2014. )  

The Cave 85 Project, developed as an example of the Master Planôs conservation strategies was a detailed 

physical conservation strategy for a cave within the Mogao complex, which contains very significant 

paintings and sculptures, and which was threatened by a range of environmental factors. The project followed 

China Principles processes: research resulting in an assessment of significance, of the conservation status, and 

of the management environment, followed by diagnosis of physical problems, testing and development of 

potential physical and management solutions, and implementation, monitoring and maintenance. This 
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methodology was able to be used subsequently as a model for the development of solutions for other caves, 

including Cave 98. 

The opportunity to work at the complex and well managed World Heritage Site of Mogao over a number of 

years to develop the China Principles in action provided a great testing ground for the methodology. The 

work led to the recognition and definition of the siteôs social values in the Master Plan, allowed a 

comprehensive assessment of management issues including visitor management for the first time and enabled 

members of the Academy to develop new approaches to a range of conservation and management issues. 

Planning for the C onservation of Shuxiang  Temple  

At Chengde a master planning process led to work on the development of a draft Conservation and 

Management Master Plan for the Imperial Summer Resort and Outlying Temples. As at Mogao, a detailed 

analysis of visitor characteristics, needs and management issues was conducted for the first time. As part of 

the implementation of the Master Plan began in 2012 by the Chengde Cultural Heritage Bureau and the 

Hebei Cultural Heritage Bureau, work was undertaken to plan for the conservation of Shuxiang Temple in 

accordance with Objective 5 of the  Master Plan. This objective was a deliberate departure from the 

traditional style of conservation at Chengde to that date. Objective 5 was to develop alternative approaches to 

the conservation of heritage - buildings conservation rather than the more traditional restoration - in order to 

preserve and reveal as far as possible the historic traces or patina of age and the original building techniques 

and materials used in their construction and decoration. This work resulted in a detailed plan for Shuxiang 

Temple aimed at achieving this objective 

A two-volume Assessment Report for Shuxiang Temple was completed in 2006 (Chengde Cultural Heritage 

Bureau, Hebei Cultural Heritage Bureau, Getty Conservation Institute 2006). Following the China Principles 

methodology, these volumes covered the background to the project, description of the temple and its history 

of previous interventions and options for conservation and use, assessments of significance, management, 

visitor management and interpretation, and physical condition (including architecture and architectural 

elements, painted architectural surfaces, sculpture, furnishings and objects).  Subsequently, in 2007 a 

detailed concept plan for Shuxiang Temple was developed including recommendations for emergency 

treatments, architecture, painted architectural surface, sculpture, furnishings and objects, ruins, landscape, site 

features and drainage, site infrastructure and modern interventions, exterior setting, interpretation and use and 

management (Chengde Cultural Heritage Bureau, Getty Conservation Institute 2007).  Currently, the work is 

being implemented by Chengde Cultural Heritage Bureau. 

Overall, the application phase of the China Principles proved very valuable, both in allowing a testing of the 

methodology, and in demonstrating their use for the development of a number of innovative conservation and 

management solutions. 

Dissemination of the China Principles within China  

Though the Principles were issued by ICOMOS China they were drawn up under the auspices of and were 

authorized by SACH.  SACH also had a strong interest in promoting their dissemination, acceptance and use 

and the GCI and AHC, as already mentioned, participated in this process, not only through the application 

projects at Mogao and Chnegde, but also through training courses (at Dazu) and funding from training 
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through the Getty Grant Program. 

China Principles and Values Based Management  

Values Based Management (VBM) is a well-established approach in many heritage systems, including the 

World Heritage Convention. Since 1979 in Australia, this approach has been promoted by Australia ICOMOS 

via the use of the Burra Charter. The key characteristics of values based management could be described as 

follows: 

A management system for heritage places in which planning, decisions and actions rest on an understanding 

of all the cultural heritage values. The appropriate involvement of all associated communities and 

stakeholders is essential for the success of this approach since this is the only means of ensuring that all the 

values and issues are identified and form the basis of management solutions.  

Values based management typically involves the following steps: 

¶ Identifying, and recognizing all the heritage values of the place ï including not only the more 

traditionally recognised values-aesthetic, historic and scientific  but their tangible and intangible 

dimensions, their contemporary or social value to the community or sections of it, their natural values 

and the links between and interdependence of natural and cultural values. 

¶ Researching and assessing conservation and management issues and opportunities which have the 

potential to affect or enhance these values. 

¶ Exercising problem solving skills and initiative to address the issues and utilise the opportunities, to 

produce policies, strategies and actions that will support the conservation of all the place's heritage 

values. 

¶ Success or failure of a values based heritage management process can be measured by the extent to 

which the management regime facilitates the long-term conservation and presentation of all of a place's 

heritage values in a dynamic and integrated way. 

VBM methodology is based on the Venice Charter but adds two significant elements.  Social value is added 

to the more generally accepted suite of historic, aesthetic and scientific values. And VBM prescribes a 

logically sequenced process for heritage place planning which aims to identify all the values of a heritage site 

and to conserve them. The solution to conservation and management problems is defined as the solution 

which respects and conserves these values. Such solutions may include extensive community involvement, 

visitor management and conservation of the natural setting as well as physical conservation of the fabric.  

The China Principles, as developed, included a significant codification of existing practice, and goes back to 

basic concepts established by Liang Sicheng 70 years ago.  The Principles were also forward-looking in 

including many elements of values-based management which more recently has been adopted very widely.   

Most important, perhaps, is the explicit recognition that the assessment of significance (understanding why the 

site is valued and by whom) is the highest priority. Formal recognition of the importance of significance 

assessment prior to management decisions was potentially the most important new element of the Principles.  

The Principles also recognize intangible and tangible values, and the need for consultation with all interested 

parties (i.e. stakeholders). They also make explicit a planning and decision-making process, which follows a 
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logical progression from investigation and research to assessment, and leads to the development of master plans 

for cultural sites that are integrated and holistic (Agnew et al 2004).  

 

Another important innovation in the China Principles was its emphasis on management, which was not well 

recognised in international heritage conservation charters at that time (Sullivan, 2001).   The Principles 

acknowledged the crucial role of maintenance and management in the long-term conservation of sites and 

contained a number of articles that relate to this important area. This was recognised early as an urgent need 

in China and the Principles went further than other VBM documents of their time in defining and prescribing 

the need for good general site management. Once again, this emphasis is also reflected in the application 

phase of the Principles.  

The final version of the China Principles did not embrace the idea of social value as a new category of value, 

as many of the international reviewers cited below point out. Here it varied from the generally accepted tenets 

of values-based management. This was in part because social value was not listed in the law at the time (nor 

was it included in the revision of 2002).  Also, there was fear that economic value (or benefit) of a site, if 

identified, might be used to justify inappropriate  development.  However, social value is mentioned in the 

Commentary. 

International Reviews and Perspectives on the China Principles  

Since the promulgation of the China Principles by ICOMOS China and the publication of the bilingual 

edition by the GCI, a number of international reviews of the China Principles have appeared in western 

journals.  They attest to the interest in the Principles among professionals outside China and are themselves 

a means of disseminating the existence of the document abroad.  The reviews often compare the China 

Principles with other well-known international and national charters and bring forth both the strengths and the 

weaknesses of the Principles in relation to current international thinking.  Just because a particular comment 

is in a review does not make it ócorrectô, and there are misperceptions among some reviewers of the situation 

in China, but there is a consensus that emerges about certain aspects of the China Principles which are 

summarized at the end.  Note: The Illustrated China Principles have not been translated into English and 

thus no reviews have appeared.  The reviews are abstracted in chronological order below: 

Brian Egloff reviewed the China Principles in Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China, 

Historic Environment (Australia ICOMOS, 2003, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp. 46-47). 

Egloff points out that because China has a cultural heritage of such overwhelming significance with complex 

conservation and   management challenges, there is an obvious need for a set of principles to guide 

conservation actions.  The China Principles provide the most up-to-date and extensive heritage philosophy 

yet drafted according to this reviewer.  Egloff states that while social and economic values are not dealt with 

in the Principles themselves, they are in the Commentary, and realizes that, in order to conform to Chinaôs 

national legislation, the Commentary was a way to introduce new concepts.  He states that some of the 

principles go further than the Burra Charter (but does not elucidate).  Other points he makes are that the 

recommendation of an on-site archive is important.  Not having an on-site archive weakens the authority of 

site managers.  As far as Egloff is aware, the China Principles is the only heritage charter that makes this 

point.  Another novel idea is a review panel comprising professionals not directly involved in the 
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conservation process.  Finally, Egloff points out that the China Principles benefited from the series of 

workshops (in China, Australia, and the US) during the writing process that extended over years.   

Lisa Rogers, Historic Environment (2004, Vol. 17, Issue 3, pp. 38-43). This author does not explicitly review 

the China Principles, but attempts an overview of the development historically of heritage law in China and 

comments on threats to the heritage today.  She cites the China Principles and states as follows: ñLittle 

guidance is enshrined in legislation prescribing a philosophical basis for decision making.  This is 

increasingly provided in policy documents, such as the China Principles endorsed by ICOMOS Chinaò.  She 

comments further that the Cultural Relics Law of 2002 establishes the principle that ñwork concerning 

cultural relics protection shall abide by the principles of focusing on protection, taking priority in rescue, 

reasonable utilization, and strengthening the managementò.    

William Logan, Historic Environment (2004, Vol. 18, Issue 1, pp. 2-8).  Professor Bill Logan of Deakin 

University reviews a number of charters, including the Burra Charter in the context of the Venice Charter, the 

Nara Document on Authenticity, the Hoi An Protocols, and the China Principles.   

Regarding the China Principles, Logan points out that the restriction of heritage values to historic, artistic, 

and scientific (Article 3), compared with the Burra Charters five values (aesthetic, historic, scientific, social, 

and spiritual) is an important difference. He believes that this difference diminishes the ability of the China 

Principles to represent the heritage of minority groups, for whom significance may lie in associative 

meanings.  

Logan cites Article 18 on relocation, where the justification is ñin the face of uncontrollable natural threats, or 

where a major development project of national importance is undertakenò.  He states that since CHINA 

ICOMOS is not independent of national government in the way that Australia ICOMOS is, then it is likely 

that decisions on heritage sites threatened by national development projects will not be a public process.   

Logan believes that implementation of the China Principles will be difficult: The Chinese people are 

unsympathetic to the minimal intervention approach, and that Chinese, Japanese and Korean societies show 

little popular sympathy for the patina of time; in other words, he believes that these peoples like ñwell kept, 

clean and tidy placesò. Finally, Logan states that there is a widespread lack of knowledge about the China 

Principles and skepticism about their applicability and implementability. In this regard he says that local level 

decisions, made by municipal officials, under pressure to achieve municipal goals will subvert the 

effectiveness of the China Principles as a heritage tool.  In this context, he says the challenge for China 

ICOMOS is to ensure that all levels of government accept the China Principles as the way to proceed, and 

that site management plans translate then into practice. 

The next review is by Ken Taylor. It is entitled ñCultural Heritage Management: A Possible Role for Charters 

and Principles in Asiaò in The International Journal of Heritage Studies (2004, Vol. 10, No. 5, pp. 417-433).  

Ken Taylor is with the Humanities Research Center at the Australian National University in Canberra.   

Like Logan, Taylor reviews various charters (Venice, Burra Charter, China Principles, Nara, and Hoi An).  

In general, his comments on the China Principles are brief, but he points out that they take the Burra Charter 

approach to identification and conservation of values, and merge it with the American experience to create a 

coherent set of guidelines for China within the framework of laws.  He points out that the China Principles 

is a comprehensive document with a helpful glossary.  He cites two words in the China Principles that 

express fundamental cultural heritage values: ñauthenticityò and ñsettingò, and states that it is notable that 
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authenticity is included in the China Principles.  He infers that the use of the word ñsettingò includes the 

notion of cultural landscape, and comments that in the Burra Charter, ñsetting,ò means area around a place, 

and may include visual catchment.   

Taylor states that authenticity connects with the Asian approach to renewal of physical fabric, which is 

acceptable because significance resides primarily in its continued spiritual meaning and symbolic value, 

rather than the preeminence of fabric. And he cites the well-known article by Wei and Aass in this context.   

The next reviewer, Jean-Louis Luxen., a former secretary-general of ICOMOS, presented the remarks below 

at the 2004 Second Silk Road Conference at Dunhuang. His comments have not appeared in print as yet.  

Luxen makes a number of pertinent points regarding the China Principles.   

The first is that the China Principles are, in fact, a response to a recommendation of the 1964 Charter of 

Venice: ñ...people are becoming more and more conscious of the unity of human values, and regard ancient 

monuments as a common heritage... therefore, it is essential that the principles guiding the preservation and 

conservation of ancient buildings should be agreed and laid down on an international basis, with each 

country being responsible for applying them within the framework of its own culture and traditionsò.   

Luxen then cites the publication of the China Principles as a major event in the writing of charters and 

guidelines.  He believes that from a formal point of view the China Principles is innovative in that it consists 

of two distinct and complementary parts: the text setting forth the general principles, conservation process 

and conservation guidelines, and second the detailed Commentary explaining the principles explicitly.  This 

part is an original initiative that is extremely enlightening and useful. 

Overall, he believes that the document is comprehensive and it can serve as a basic reference and toolbox, 

which all conservation professionals in China should have within reach for regular consultation.  

Importantly, however, he says that it requires attentive study and even systematic training, in order to acquire 

a full understanding and expertise in using its content.   

Luxenôs other comments are generally favorable, with exceptions noted below: for example, he says that the 

China Principles provides a remarkable overview of current major practices in conservation at an 

international level, with a contribution that derives from the wealth and diversity of Chinese heritage and its 

long traditions of preservation and restoration. Furthermore, the CPs are in line with the major guidelines of 

the Charter of Venice, and the principal international conventions. He goes on to cite the major 

preoccupations of the last few years ï authenticity, emphasis on the setting, recognition of commemorative 

sites, etc.  He compliments the document on the decision-making process, participation of inhabitants, 

recognition of the heritage of ethnic groups and religions, importance of a master plan and a management 

plan, as required by the World Heritage Convention, risk preparedness, etc.   

In terms of critique, Luxen points out the social dimension of heritage is not affirmed in the document, but 

only through its historic dimension, and that the social factor should be accepted as a value in its own right. 

He mentions that cultural routes are not defined nor analyzed, despite the fact that China has some 

remarkable examples starting with the Silk Road. 

Another deficiency he sees is that while urban and rural ensembles are mentioned, not enough attention is 

drawn to this problem, even though China is experiencing spectacular economic development that affects 

them directly and seriously.  Finally, he sees cultural landscapes as being duly treated, but no mention of the 
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natural heritage, even though in many regions of the world there is a fertile relationship between culture and 

nature that deserves to be highlighted.   

 

Regarding approach and implementation, Luxen says that the drawing up of the China Principles has been a 

top-down approach, and this is reflected in its exhaustive and rational character, but now is the time for 

Chinese conservation professionals, including the local level, to appropriate the principles, apply them to 

concrete situations, and play a role as advocates vis-à-vis public and private decision-makers.  He 

recommends the preparation of the Illustrated China Principles wholeheartedly. 

Luxen points out that the China Principles have general relevance for the entire country, that given the speed 

of social and economic change in China, serious dangers threaten cultural heritage, and to avoid the kind of 

damage that has been observed in many countries, firm measures should be taken to protect the setting around 

cultural properties, to respect the identity and life-style of inhabitants around heritage places. 

In conclusion, Luxenôs review praises the excellent overview of heritage conservation practice as a fine 

illustration of the fertility of exchange between different cultures (referring to the participation of the GCI and 

the AHC) and as an invaluable contribution to mutual understanding.   

A last observation by Luxen mentions that the Principles are not restricted to Chinese heritage sites, but the 

heritage sites of China, which he sees as a good example of the sense of common responsibility towards the 

heritage of different cultures. 

It is understood that Luxen has also translated the China Principles into French, and made them available at 

the ICOMOS congress at Xiôan in 2005.  

Sharif Shams Imon in Conservation and Management of Archaeological Sites, (2005, Vol. 7, pp. 68-77). This 

reviewer, who is at the University of Hong Kong, states that the China Principles bridge the gap between 

legislation on the one hand, pointing out that the legislation is often too distant and abstract, and guidance for 

practitioners on the other hand.  He states that the China Principles are a great achievement, with possibility 

for revision in the future, and mentions the important point of integration of master plans with local 

development plans.   

The reviewer, however, sees areas for development:  He believes that in the document, the conservation 

principles following after the conservation process is illogical.  As in the Burra Charter, principles should be 

before the process, to guide the process.  Likewise, in the Commentary, he sees the mention of targeted 

readers as being better placed within the preface.  Furthermore, the depth of coverage is inconsistent across 

issues: for example, while the articles on intervention, significance, techniques, and materials, and 

reconstruction are thorough, those dealing with setting, archaeological excavation, disaster prevention, and 

preparedness lack depth and breadth.   

This reviewer believes that the most significant weakness in the China Principles is the absence of social 

values, and points out that this is in almost all other conservation doctrines.  The fact that it is included in 

the Commentary diminishes its importance.   

A further area, the complicated one of historic precincts, needs development, and the four categories of 

interventions (regular maintenance, physical protection, and strengthening, minor restoration, major 

restoration) are inadequate for sustained protection of a heritage precinct.   
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The reviewer points out that public involvement in the conservation process is important for effective 

conservation practice.  He states that it is not clear from the China Principles when and how this public 

involvement could happen, although mention of the need to consult the public, and public education as a 

prerequisite for support and participation as mentioned.  

Donna Strahan, Journal of American Institute for Conservation (2005, Vol. 44, pp. 143-152).  Ms. Strahan is 

head of conservation at the Asian Art Museum in San Francisco.  Her brief review mentions the legal code 

in China, the 1982 law, etc.  She states that the China Principles will help China provide a holistic approach 

to the preservation of the huge number and variety of sites.  She points out that the China Principles should 

provide a model for other countries to develop their own principles.  The reviewer mentions that the 

Commentary is similar to the code of ethics of the AIC, but that it does not align directly with the principles, 

and rather than amplifying the principles, it provides a methodology and serve for evaluating conservation 

work.  She further states that the glossary is excellent.  She mentions that the English language edition of 

the China Principles will be extremely useful for all who work in China in the heritage field.   

Two final points made by the reviewer: a copy of the PRC law should have been included for reference; and 

the reviewer would be interested to know how the China Principles is being distributed, and who is 

responsible for seeing that they are adhered to.   

Dina DôAyala & Hui Wang, Journal of Architectural Conservation (2006, Vol. 12-1, pp. 53-70).  This paper, 

relevant to Chinese architectural heritage, attempts a critical appraisal of the China Principles (as well as a 

comparison with the so-called ñStructures Principlesò).  The authors state that the ñChina Principles 

integrates traditional intervention philosophy with up-to-date international concepts on conservation, and 

provides a practical guidance for preservation activities in Chinaò.  An overview of continuous Chinese 

historical architectural construction, records and practice, draws attention to the great time depth to the Zhou 

dynasty (1046-202 BCE) through the Qing dynasty (1644 ï 1911 CE).  The documents all highlight the 

standardization and control exercised by authority on the built environment.  Regular maintenance was 

practiced and budgeted at least since the Ming dynasty (1368 ï 1644 CE).  After summarizing preservation 

concepts and the important role of Liang Sicheng in architectural conservation in the early 20
th
 century, the 

authors conclude that the China Principles is the ñfirst professional guidance on conservation practice andé 

an important supplementary document for the enforcement of preservation laws!ò 

Dina DôAyala & Hui Wang, Journal of Architectural Conservation (2006, Vol.12-2, pp. 7ï26).  This second 

paper, concerned with conservation of Chinese timber structures, emphasizes the legal requirement: ñthe 

original state cannot be changed during interventionò and highlights the attribution of ñauthorityò and ñvalueò 

to the original state.  Authors point to retention of original fabric as encouraged in international charters as a 

consequence of predominance of masonry in the West.  They comment that while a retention policy in 

timber buildings has been promoted through the China Principles in some cases ñthe integrity or retention of 

the original construction is more important than the fabric itselfò, and that ñno simple reconciliation of the 

two positions seems to be at handò.   

In conclusion the authors say ñconserve as found, as far as possibleò is sensible and the use of replacement or 

reintegration should be considered only when required by safety or the preservation of the integrity of the 

structure.  

Fengqi Qian, International Journal of Heritage Studies (2007, Vol. 13:3, pp. 255-264).  This author 

acknowledges the influence of international trends on Chinese heritage preservation and the Chinese 
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characteristics of the China Principles by comparing the document with the Burra Charter, but raises issues 

about the application of the Principles.  Commenting that the Principles is the first Asian charter for 

professionals, regarded as consonant with the Venice and Burra Charters, the author observes that in the 

1930s Liang Sicheng (a graduate of the University of Pennsylvania) essentially founded (architectural) 

conservation practice in China and that the essence of his approach was to ñrepair the old as it isò.  That is to 

say, the China Principlesô emphasis on minimal intervention espoused by Liang aligns with both the Venice 

and Burra Charters.  The author sees a number of political biases in the Principles: for example, 

subservience to the national heritage law and interrelated legislation and ñfocus more on the bureaucratic 

frameworkò, unlike the Burra Charter; a compromise of the principle of minimum intervention in relation to 

governmental priorities (economic development and government-backed projects); and reconstruction of 

historic monuments and sites in Beijing.  Additionally, the author states ñAt least two key issues remain 

unresolved.  The first is the independence of the heritage profession in China, and the second is the 

applicability of the China Principlesò, pointing out that ICOMOS China acts as an affiliate of SACH, which 

reports to the Ministry of Culture.   

Generally critical of the China Principles, in conclusion the author believes ñthe universal application of 

Eurocentric philosophy and approaches is problematic, but contradictorily also sees the Principles as ñone of 

the spin-offs from the Nara Document, joined by other regional/national conservation charters such as the Hoi 

An Protocols and the Indonesia Charterò. 

Tracey L-D Lu, Conservation and Management of Archaeological Sites (2008, Vol. 10-4, pp. 353-366).  

This author, at the Chinese University of Hong Kong, comments on the China Principles from the perspective 

of archaeological sites, pointing out that it is widely agreed today that archaeology as a discipline was 

introduced into China by Western scholars in the 1920s.  The next significant events in heritage conservation 

occurred after China opened her doors in 1978 when the Peopleôs Congress ratified the UNESCO Convention 

(1985), and SACH began to submit sites to the World Heritage List.  The author sees the influence of 

UNESCO and other international organizations as subsequently increasing, including the collaboration with 

the Getty Conservation Institute and the Australian Heritage Commission to produce the China Principles, 

compliant with legislation in 2000.  The author states that ñThis was the first guideline to address 

conservation and management of archaeological sites before, during and after excavation, instead of solely 

focusing on the excavation processò. 

A list of five problems is presented.  These are that archaeological materials and structures in the West often 

differ from those in China, e.g., earthen remains; furthermore, ñclimate and environment in China also differò.  

Second, many sites have been reconstructed for tourism; third, some local governments are destroying sites 

for economic development.  Fourth, conflict between conservation of archaeological sies, economic 

development, and natural resource management.  Lastly, communities do not have much say in site 

conservation. The author is not explicit about how these problems bear on the Principles other than purported 

differences between China and other countries. 

Hilary du Cros, Journal of Current Chinese Affairs, (2009, vol. 38-1, pp.73-99). In writing about cultural 

tourism in Macau this author touches upon the China Principles (described as ñthe PRCôs recent conservation 

codeò) and states that it is ñOf more relevance to Macau than mainland legislationò, but exactly how this is 

discerned is not made clear. 

Tim Winter, Journal of Heritage Tourism (2009, vol. 4-2, pp.105-115).  Writing about heritage and tourism 
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in Asia, Winter points out that regional-based charters, the Nara Declaration, China Principles, Hoi An 

Protocols and Seoul Declaration all attempt to develop frameworks that are in tune with ñthe complexities 

and socio-cultural specificities of the Asian regionò.  Winter approves of the China Principles in that the 

document attempts to ñovercome many of the Eurocentric biases in todayôs globally roaming discourse of 

heritageò but that many of the fieldôs ideas and assumptions continue to be ñdeployed in universalist, global 

waysò.     

 

Key points that emerge from the reviews are: 

¶ The China Principles were timely and fulfil a need for methodological guidelines within the law in 

China. 

¶ They are comprehensive and thorough and align with international charters. 

¶ In some respects they are more advanced than other charters. 

¶ The Commentary and Glossary are innovative and valuable elements of the China Principles. 

¶ Systematic training in the understanding and use of the China Principles is needed for widespread 

adoption. 

¶ The China Principles can serve to inspire other countries to draw up their own principles. 

¶ Areas of weakness are identified as: the absence of social value (even though discussed in the 

Commentary); historic urban precincts; no clear role for public involvement; no link with natural 

heritage. 

¶ There is scepticism that the China Principles will realize their potential because: CHINA ICOMOS is not 

independent of government; the Chinese people do not accept minimal intervention; there is lack of 

knowledge about the Principles 

Revision of the China Principles  

After 10 years of practice, CHINA ICOMOS has undertaken a revision of the Principles and an enlargement 

of the heritage categories they cover.  This revision was undertaken by a group of Chinese cultural heritage 

experts, with the involvement of the GCI.  GCI experts took part in discussions and arranged for a study tour 

to the US for members of the expert panel to view a range of modern heritage sites with contemporary social 

value, and ongoing or adapted re-use. Sites visited included Pearl Harbor Memorial Site in Hawaii including 

the USS Arizona Memorial, Angel Island Immigration Station in San Francisco, the Mt Wilson Observatory 

Scientific Site, and the Ford Assembly Plant in San Francisco, now rehabilitated and adapted for mixed use 

including as an events and performance arts Centre. 

The revised China Principles is now essentially completed and translation into English is well advanced.  It 

is being undertaken by the GCI and CHINA ICOMOS and should be finalized in the near future.  As with 

the original version, the revised translation will need to be checked thoroughly for accuracy of meaning.  

The Glossary, an especially valuable (and novel) component of the Principles, in that it seeks to provide 
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standardized and exact meaning of terms (in both Chinese and English) is yet to be updated.  Likewise, the 

Illustrated China Principles, akin to the Illustrated Burra Charter, which provides brief, visual examples of 

best practice from the various categories of cultural heritage sites in China should be updated.  This 

document will aid in dissemination, communication, and adoption of the new Principles, and in our view, 

together with the Articles themselves and accompanying Commentary and Glossary, comprise the fourth 

pillar of China Principles. 

Key changes in the revised China Principles. The revision of the China Principles has not yet been 

promulgated and It is not appropriate to review it here in any detail, but there are a number of key additions in 

the revision which respond to some of the reviewersô comments and which further align the China Principles 

with internationally developing methodology, especially in the area of values-based management, of which 

the first version of the Principles was an early international example. 

These changes include: 

¶ The scope of the types of site to which the  Principles apply is expanded to cover for example, modern 

heritage places-including industrial sites and commemorative sites and cultural landscapes and heritage 

routes 

¶ Social value is clearly defined and identified as  one of the major heritage values  

¶ A greater emphasis is placed on intangible heritage and more attention is given to its conservation. 

Continued traditional uses and their ongoing adaptation to the needs of contemporary life are seen  as 

elements of significance which should be conserved. The maintenance of cultural traditions, and 

intangible values are seen as part of a siteôs authenticity. 

¶ There is more emphasis on the inclusion of relevant stakeholders in the planning process, more exposure 

of the draft plan to the general public, and encouragement of their involvement in its implementation. 

Public involvement is described as the most fundamental means of ensuring ongoing site conservation. 

¶ The achievement of heritage conservation is identified as one of the criteria for assessing the 

performance of government. 

Conclusion:  

What about the future?  The revision of the China  Principles align it with more with international best 

practice, including VBM. Meanwhile however, VBM has itself been critiqued ,because it is said to still 

adhere too closely to traditional methodologies which privilege current heritage power structures and hence 

does  not fully address the living and contemporary values of sites and their importance to the community, 

( See for instance Smith, L. 2006,. Waterton, et al 2006, Zanchetti,et al. 2009, Poulios,. 2010ô Araoz, G.F. 

2011, Baillie, 2013) 

This criticism is simplistic and is not fully justified for a number of reasons . After all it was VBM which first 

introduced community/social values and the need for stakeholder involvement into the site conservation 

paradigm.  (for discussion of critiques see for instance Buckley and Sullivan in press and Hall, Mackay and 

Sullivan in press.)  However this may be there is certainly a move to reposition experts such as 

archaeologists, conservators and site managers as facilitators in a community-based system of heritage 
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planning, rather than as the final arbiters of a siteôs heritage values and its conservation.  The role of 

stakeholders, especially previously neglected community stakeholder groups in the identification of values 

and in planning for the future of the site is seen as increasingly important (see for instance Stepwise Heritage 

and Tourism nd). Effective community empowerment and involvement, and conservation of places as part of 

a living heritage landscape will be an important challenge in the future implementation of the China 

Principles. 

All things connect, as we well know.  Heritage sites exist in and are part of a landscape, whether it be natural 

or urban, agricultural or wilderness.  The values of the landscape are also those of the heritage site and these 

include the environment, ecology, topography, geology and geomorphology.  We have seen over recent 

decades a steady expansion and inclusion of wider and a wider range of values within the orbit of heritage 

preservation from tangible to intangible, from historic cultural to contemporary societal values.  

Inclusiveness and interconnectivity has taken hold to the good of preservation.  Yet, how often do we see 

cooperation across the culture-nature divide?  How often do ICOMOS and IUCN collaborate or share 

viewpoints?  Is it not time for professionals of all kinds to reach across this divide to create a true synthesis 

aimed at safeguarding what is valued by humanity as expressed in the UNESCO Conventionôs criteria, 

natural and cultural, for inclusion of places on the World Heritage List? 
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Viewing the China Principles  in the International Context  

 

Guo Zhan 

Vice Chairman of the International Council on Monuments and Sites 

  

 

An important thing is about to happen to the cultural heritage conservation community in China ï the 

finalization and release of the revised Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China (or the 

China Principles). The revised China Principles will exert a significant influence in the international arena.   

Mr. Augusto Villalon, from the Philippines, said to me, ñCongratulations on an excellent document. I have 

reviewed the principles and found each one, not only appropriate for heritage sites in China, but applicable 

for other countries and cultures as well.ò 

Having read the revised China Principles in the past two days, I feel greatly encouraged although there are 

indeed questions that have not been answered by the document. One of them is what the role, legal status, 

nature, purpose, and function of the revised China Principles are. Is it a set of guidelines for specialized 

concepts and technologies, or is it intended to be used for managing conservation? If the latter is true, how is 

it different from the Law of the Peopleôs Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics (or the Law on 

Protection of Cultural Relics)? Can documents adopted by ICOMOS China assume responsibility for 

management? For instance, Article 47 of the China Principles states, ñThese Principles were drafted and 

adopted by ICOMOS China and approved for public announcement by the State Administration of Cultural 

Heritage. ICOMOS China shall be responsible for the interpretation of these Principles and attachments.ò 

Assuming responsibility for management would require adding certain articles and reviewing the 

appropriateness of the existing wording and requirements. Other unanswered questions include: Is the 

structure of the entire document coherent and comprehensive? Are the articles and sub-articles logically 

structured? Do some parts of the text appear redundant or overly complex? Are key concepts, such as 

ñoriginal state,ò ñpresent state,ò and ñvalueò clearly and properly explained? Is the translation accurate and 

consistent with the international context so that it can be easily understood by and communicated to Chinese 

and non-Chinese audiences? For example, are the terms ñprotectionò and ñconservationò interpreted and used 

in the revised China Principles in the same way as in the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of 

the World Heritage Convention? 

The document can be improved in the following areas: its concepts could be better defined, elaborated, and 

refined, and its structure and wording could be further polished. The China Principles should build on its 

existing theories and technological guidelines and draw from the Beijing Document as well as the carefully 

prepared ñColoured Painting Document,ò in order to be further reinforced and supplemented. Nevertheless, 

the revision of the China Principles is an achievement that deserves celebration and acclaim. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philippines
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The latest version of the China Principles is comprised of 47 articles. Its basic concepts, principles, and 

overall requirements are valuable, and I believe that this revised document is worthy of support. The purpose 

of my presentation is to offer some suggestions on how to better understand and implement the China 

Principles. 

First of all, I would like to present some suggestions for and comments on the revised China Principles, from 

outside China. 

Mr. Michael Petzet, former president of ICOMOS, says, 

From my point of view, the introduction of the China Principles could go more into Chinaôs laws 

and regulations on the protection of cultural heritage; also more into the World Heritage 

Convention (1972) and the UNESCO Recommendation Concerning the Protection, at National 

Level, of the Cultural and Natural Heritage of the same year. Finally, the introduction could dwell 

more on the role of ICOMOS as an advisor in all matters of monument protection and care as well 

as ñpreventive monitoring,ò which all ICOMOS national committees are expected to pursue. Also, a 

new introduction would perhaps make Paragraph 1, of the commentary ñOn the Significance of 

Principles,ò superfluous. 

Professor Nobuo Ito, from Japan says, 

I would suggest you check the consistency of meaning between the Chinese and English versions. 

No gap should exist between them. 

Jean-Louis Luxen, former Secretary General of ICOMOS, argues, 

For some time now, voices have been raised to warn against the proliferation of charters, 

conventions, and other doctrinal texts addressing the conservation of cultural heritage.  Admittedly, 

they all agree that discussions among conservation professionals have made it possible to outline 

the major principles covering the conservation of cultural heritage.  However, the large number 

and unequal character of these charters undermine their credibility.  In particular, they are 

criticised for having too broad a scope, thus giving rise to various and even divergent 

interpretations.  

Mr. Michael Brammah, from the United Kingdom says,  

I always liked the Venice Charter because its brevity, but it more or less covers everything, and 

(particularly important) it strikes a good balance between what to do with archaeological sites and 

what to do with historic buildings é 

The above could be seen as contradicting Article 19 of the existing China Principles, but I suggest that 

Article 19 only need to apply to smaller sites or only to those parts of a large site, such as Liangzhu, which 

are actually being excavated. 

Some suggestions come from Taiwan. Professor Fu Chao-Ching says, 

The conservation procedure in Article 9 is divided into six steps. Perhaps monitoring, management, 

and maintenance could be added to make the entire procedure more complete. These three steps are 

integral to heritage conservation and are actually mentioned in Article 17 and 20. 
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The purpose of presenting suggestions and comments is to encourage discussion and communication in 

regards to conservation concepts between different countries and regions, and to facilitate the further 

interpretation, promotion, and improvement of the China Principles. 

 

Next, I would like to discuss some relevant issues that seem off topic at first glance. 

In the early 1990s, when I was the head of the Cultural Heritage Division, under the State Administration of 

Cultural Heritage, I organized meetings with colleagues around the country to discuss the definitions of 

ñoriginal state,ò ñpresent state,ò and related policies. In the Law on Protection of Cultural Relics, the first and 

foremost concept and principle for the protection of cultural heritage is summarized in merely one sentence: 

ñArticle 21 é In repairing, maintaining and removing immovable cultural relics, the principle of keeping the 

cultural relics in their original state shall be adhered to.ò 

But what exactly is the meaning of ñoriginal state?ò The Chinese law adopted this compromising term after 

many unsettled debates among the older generation of cultural heritage specialists. Debates over the 

definitions of ñoriginal stateò and ñpresent stateò have been going on for many years, with both sides 

supported by highly revered experts. Peopleôs understanding of these two terms is directly related to the 

authenticity and integrity of cultural heritage. This issue is also discussed at length in the revised China 

Principles. 

In the early 2000s, the dispute over whether to recreate the splendour of Beijingôs Forbidden City brought this 

fundamental issue to the attention of Chinese conservation professionals and the public. I had the opportunity 

to participate in the review of this unprecedented restoration project, which was already in full swing when I 

got involved. However, I had doubts about the necessity of such restoration as well as the degree of 

intervention and reasonableness. So, during the review meeting, I suggested the project be put to an 

ñemergency halt.ò But my suggestion was rejected by the officer-in-charge and drowned out by the laughter 

of my colleagues. The experts and good friends of mine, who adamantly supported the senior officialsô 

instructions to recreate the splendour of the Forbidden City, gave me a blunt reply. They told me that under no 

circumstances would they agree to the principle of minimum intervention. Moreover, they emphasized that 

the Forbidden City should be restored to its most majestic historical state. This method of restoration was 

only applicable to the Imperial Palace or its central axis but not to other historical sites. I was baffled and 

surprised, unable to understand or accept their argument. Another expert told me that an important concern in 

cultural heritage conservation was ñthe original true stateò or yuanzhenxing ( ) of historical sites. The 

ñoriginal true stateò refers to the authentic condition of a historical site when it was created or when it looked 

the most splendid.  

I realized that, although the China Principles had been established as an important document and cited by 

many people, a large number of Chinese conservation specialists did not fully comprehend the concepts and 

principles within it. Once more, they did not follow or implement them. I was prompted to consider the 

Chinese translations of a significant term: ñauthenticity.ò At first, it was an ambiguous term to me, and then I 

considered that the ñoriginal true stateò was a purer, more revolutionary, and more endearing translation. But 

I finally decided to err on the side of caution and translate it as ñtrue stateò or zhenshixing ( ). There is 

also the Korean translation of ñproper, true stateò or benzhenxing ( ). But, again, that translation cannot 

avoid the ambiguity caused by the polysemy of the Chinese characters. Does ñoriginalò or ñproperò mean the 

condition of a historical site when it was created or looked the best, or its overall condition during the course 
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of history? I also reconsidered the definition of ñoriginal stateò in the Law on Protection of Cultural Relics. I 

suggested that in China, except under special circumstances, the original state of a historical site should be 

defined by its condition at the time it is recognized and designated as a protected cultural site. My suggestion 

was endorsed by Mr. Xie Chensheng, who had participated in the entire process of cultural heritage 

legislation in China.   

Direct intervention in the original condition of a historical site should only be carried out when is the site is 

obviously at risk or already in danger. The objective, approach, and extent of intervention should be aimed at 

eliminating dangerous factors or stopping deterioration. Lastly, it should be consistent with the minimum 

intervention principle. 

Former President of the Netherlands Board of Tourism and Conventions made the most poignant remark 

about the Forbidden City restoration project for the. He was shocked that China, in treating the valuable 

Imperial Palace, had acted like an ignorant parvenu intent on making priceless, shabby-looking treasures, 

passed down by his ancestors, look brand new again. He concluded that China was no longer a country 

attractive to tourists. The Forbidden City project, along with major restoration projects for other World 

Heritage Sites in Beijing that were being implemented at the time, caught the attention of the World Heritage 

Committee. Consequently, the International Symposium on the Concepts and Practices of Conservation and 

Restoration of Historic Buildings in East Asia was held in 2007. Major international organizations and 

conservation professionals were invited to the symposium.   

The symposium adopted the Beijing Document, which virtually reiterates the articles of the 2004 version of 

China Principles and provides further explanation based on the latest international consensus as well as the 

condition of heritage sites in China and other East Asian countries. This document put an end to the dispute 

over whether to recreate the historical splendour of historical sites and ended any similar efforts to restore the 

Forbidden City.  

Although Chinaôs concepts, theories, and practices of cultural heritage conservation are based on 

internationally agreed principles and the realities of China and East Asia, they are still controversial and have 

unresolved issues. Therefore, the revision of the China Principles, which is now almost complete, is timely. 

There are good reasons to be hopeful about it. 

 

A discussion of authenticity would be impossible without touching upon ñlivingò or dynamic heritage in 

addition to heritage that is still in use or evolving. The ñculturalò component of cultural heritage is always 

changing, while the ñheritageò part must be linked with a particular legacy and historical context. Heritage 

inevitably involves the concept and principle of authenticity. We need to discuss how authenticity is reflected 

and what elements, rules, patterns, objectives, and criteria it incorporates. These elements can be wildly 

diverse, but that does not mean authenticity does not exist or is a negligible concept. Authenticity is still a 

vigorously debated, controversial, and complex topic, so I will not provide a more detailed discussion of this 

concept at this time. 

As for the historical context of the first China Principles and the way it was prepared, Professor Herb Stovel 

once said, ñIt is not a set of Chinese principles but a westernized document produced in a Western context.ò 

We agreed to discuss what he considered to be a true China Principles at a later time to help revise the 

document. Unfortunately, Professor Stovel passed away before we had the opportunity to have such a 
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discussion. His presence is deeply missed.  

 

Translation, especially the translation of important terms, is another issue that seems  unrelated to the China 

Principles itself. But the translation of specialized terms is not simply an issue of language. It also reflects the 

cultural backgrounds, historical changes, ways of thinking, language uses, and social customs of different 

ethnic groups. 

To comprehend specialized English terms, a non-English speaking person needs to first accurately understand 

the meanings of the specialized terms in English, and then look for appropriate words in his own language 

that express those exact same meanings. He should not simply use the English language to comprehend 

foreign terms. This process of translation is one of mutual understanding and an amalgamation of a countryôs 

reality within the international context. If we look at other countries in the Chinese character cultural sphere, 

we will realize that their translation of specialized terms also reflects the accuracy and depth of their 

understanding of those concepts. 

Take the most problematic word ñauthenticityò for example. In Japan, the original kanji translation of the 

term literally means ñoriginal true state.ò The Korean translation is ñproper true stateò while the Chinese 

translation prefers ñtrue stateò or ñtruthfulness.ò China and Japan have agreed to use ñtrue stateò in order to 

respect the preference of Chinese professionals. As mentioned above, this has proved to be a good decision in 

later practices. The subtle differences between all of these translations might be difficult to understand from 

the point of view of an English speaker. I once discussed the original meaning of ñauthenticityò with 

Professor Jukka Jokilehtoï whether it implies ñinitial stateò or ña certain stage in the past.ò He said that, from 

an etymological point of view, ñauthenticityò should be interpreted as being related to the whole process of 

historical evolution. But I found it extremely difficult to explain to him the exact meanings of the Chinese 

words for ñoriginal,ò ñproper,ò and ñauthentic.ò 

Translations of the same English terms in different parts of China also reflect different interpretations of 

international concepts. The China Principles, which was edited by ICOMOS China, is a product of the 

socio-cultural environment in mainland China, where Simplified Chinese is the predominant writing system. 

In Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Macau scholars who are well-versed in Chinese culture are also searching for 

different approaches to merging Chinese practices with the international context. These different parts of 

China share the same language yet have distinctly different social systems as well as different ways of 

thinking. We should carefully compare their different interpretations of the same international concepts. In so 

doing, we might end up with a better and deeper understanding of those concepts, or we may even re-examine 

the translation of some terms in the China Principles. The following are some examples: 

 

English Taiwan Hong Kong Macau 

monument    

heritage ֟ ֟ ֟ 

conservation    

protection Ḡ  Ḡ  Ḡ  
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Professor Fu Chao-Ching says, 

 

Is it necessary to review the Chinese term guji ( , monument)? The term is increasingly inconsistent with 

the contemporary concept of cultural heritage conservation. More and more modern architectural sites and 

industrial historical sites around the world are being included in the scope of heritage conservation. It would 

be inappropriate to call them guji. In fact, scholars in Taiwan have started to discuss the appropriateness of 

this term and the possibility of replacing it with the term yichan ( ֟ or heritage, as in World Heritage). 

There are gaps in meaning between the Chinese and English texts of Article 19 of the China Principles. For 

example, the word ñmanagementò is included in the last sentence of the English text but not in the Chinese 

text. Similarly, the Chinese and English versions of Article 23 are not exactly the same. 

There is a lack of consistency. The word ñinterventionò in the English text of Chapter 4 ï both its title and 

content ï is used to translate the Chinese word gongcheng ( , project). But the same English word 

corresponds to ganyu ( , intervention) in other articles.  

Article 30 has a similar problem. The English phrase ñnew protective structureò corresponds to both 

xinzengjia de jianzhu ( ⱴ , newly added structure) and baohuxing jianzhu (Ḡ , 

protective structure). The lack of consistency could affect the idea this article advocates. 

This is an issue involving language itself in addition to the story behind language. When we view the China 

Principles in the international context, the goal is to check if the two are consistent and compatible. I believe 

that they share the same universal values and, by embracing cultural diversity and resolving differences, they 

can harmoniously coexist and benefit from bringing out the best in each other. However, some Chinese 

specialists have a different opinion. They lament about and even criticize the introduction of international 

concepts and terms, arguing that the traditional Chinese system of heritage conservation is losing its way. Is 

that true? In my opinion, the answer is no. 

In fact, to answer the question, we need to consider three issues. The first issue lies in defining the traditional 

Chinese system of heritage conservation. What are the concepts, quotes, figures, and historical developments 

that can represent this system? Does it share a common approach with the international conservation 

community? The second issue is the theoretical knowledge of traditional craftsmen. Finally, the third issue is 

the training of ñcraftsman-likeò scholars, theoreticians, and historians. 

 

Any discussion about Chinese conservation traditions inevitably involves the theories of Liang Sicheng, 

Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation mover and shaker and a leader in Chinese architectural conservation. 

Many of Mr. Liang's quotes, epigrams, and witty sayings are still considered to be mottos for Chinese 

conservation professionals. One of Mr. Liangôs best-known works is his ñRestoration and Maintenance of 

Architectural Heritageò (Cultural Relics, Vol. 7, 1964). Many points and theories in that article are still 

frequently cited today: 

Two concepts in restoration and maintenance are mentioned in the article ï ñrestoring old as old,ò which was 

later changed to ñrepairing old as oldò by conservation professionals and ñrestoring old to new.ò 

Restored structures should be ñold but healthy and vigorous,ò not ñrejuvenatedò or ñyouthful;ò the focus 
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should be ñtransfusing blood and giving injections,ò not ñputting on makeup.ò 

Intervention measures should ñseem to be non-existent but actually exist, seem to have nothing to offer but 

have valuable use, and seem sagely and appear slow-wittedò. 

A historical architectural site should be preserved together with its historic setting because ña red flower 

needs to be complemented by the green leaves around it.ò   

Arenôt there striking similarities between these views and internationally agreed upon principles? If we 

compare Mr. Liangôs article with the Venice Charter, which was adopted in the same year as Mr. Liangôs 

article was published, and the principle of minimum intervention, which was later derived from the Venice 

Charter, we will notice that Mr. Liang was using the Chinese language to interpret universal conservation 

approaches and concepts. His emphasis on the authenticity of cultural heritage and the principle of minimum 

intervention paralleled the evolution of international conservation standards.  

Some Chinese professionals believe that Mr. Liang proposed minimum intervention (preventing buildings 

from collapsing and leaking) as an expedient and temporary measure when conservation funding was scarce 

in China.  But they paid no attention to the spirit inside Mr.Liangôs proposal, the spirit of authenticity or 

thought about using minimum intervention as a way to preserve authenticity as much as possible. Mr. Liang 

later said, ñThis is a fundamental question involving the concept, conservation, and restoration of cultural 

architectural heritage.ò He even reflected on his experience of participating in the restoration of some cultural 

historical sites in Beijing more than three decades ago. These sites may include the Shou Huang Gate in the 

northern part of Jingshan Park. Those projects had adopted methods to restore traditional structures to new 

condition. Considering the Chinese traditional cultural heritage conservation system represented by Mr. Liang, 

it would be inappropriate to argue that foreign concepts contradict the traditional Chinese approach and leave 

Chinese specialists confused. 

That leads to the second issue. Traditional craftsmen and their skills are a type of priceless treasure and part 

of Chinaôs cultural heritage and legacy. We should pay our utmost tribute to this legacy, yet we must admit 

that traditional skills and techniques are not equivalent to modern science and technology, in the field of 

cultural heritage conservation. Traditional skills and crafts should be used for preserving and restoring the 

original fabrics and features of historical sites to the maximum extent feasible, as an attempt to guarantee the 

quality of necessary minimum intervention and safeguard the legacy of tangible and intangible cultural 

heritage. Craftsmen should also learn and understand modern principles for conservation. 

Unfortunately, due to a lack of theoretical knowledge and the ambiguity of Chinese words, Mr. Liangôs 

principle of ñrestoring old as old,ò though revered as a supreme, inviolable rule, tends to be misinterpreted. 

The word ñasò in the phrase is sometimes understood as ñlikeò or ñsimilar to,ò and the whole principle is thus 

interpreted as allowing the use of fake elements to pass as genuine. This is contradictory to the intent behind 

the principles of authenticity and minimal intervention. A typical and distressful example is the restoration of 

a massive imperial hall from the Qing Dynasty. A large patch of the tiled roof was removed and broken in 

order to limit the leakage of rain to a very small area. The concern was to check whether the size of the new 

tiles was the same as that of the original ones, and whether the colour of the new tiles would ñlook likeò that 

of the old ones. Another example is the Chengde Imperial Summer Mountain Resort in Hebei and the 

surrounding architectural complex of temples and monasteries. Many people are impressed by their authentic 

historical feel and beauty because the resort and temples have not been ñreplacedò or ñrestored.ò In other 

words, they have not received excessive modern intervention.  
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The third issue is related to the second one. Without practical experience, theories alone cannot preserve the 

authenticity of cultural heritage to its maximum extent, no matter how ñcorrectò the theories are. We must 

have practical experience in order to be persuasive and convincing in promoting conservation. Scholars and 

experts need to become ñcraftsmenò in that sense by acquiring skills, abilities, and experience.  

The second and third issues are actually two sides of the same coin. In other words, heritage conservation is a 

field that requires cooperation among diverse disciplines. A heritage conservation specialist should be 

equipped with rigorous scientific thinking, respect and observe the principles of authenticity, integrity and 

minimum intervention, and understand how to use traditional skills and modern technology. He or she should 

be knowledgeable about architectural technology, have strong practical skills, and be able to operate complex 

conservation projects. He or she should not think excessively about personal interests and able to work under 

pressure.  

These requirements may be too idealistic, and it might be difficult to find such a person. But we should work 

toward that; otherwise the China Principles would become a meticulously prepared yet useless document. To 

be more precise, team leaders, users of critical technology, and qualified specialists working on heritage 

conservation projects should be multidisciplinary professionals. They must be traditional craftsmen or 

engineers that are knowledgeable about conservation theories or equipped with modern engineering 

knowledge, or they must be heritage conservation specialists, scholars, or theoreticians armed with practical 

skills. They are superior to traditional or modern technicians who are only conversant with technology and 

theoreticians who only talk about empty concepts. Multidisciplinary professionals possess both conceptual 

knowledge and practical skills. They can apply correct principles, technology, and traditional craftsmanship 

relevant to their jobs. They perform better than engineering graduates, PhD holders, and technicians 

specializing in only one field. They understand philosophical concepts and have the ability to use theoretical 

principles in their work. They are also familiar with engineering drawing and design and able to oversee and 

monitor projects and solve technical issues. Moreover, they support and promote cooperation between 

different disciplines. Today, cultural heritage conservation increasingly calls for accuracy, so it is difficult to 

find competent professionals with the necessary technical knowledge and skills required in this field.   

Talent is the most important element in conservation. We need to build a competent team, provide incentives, 

and select qualified people to join the team. We should create a system that rewards the best performers and 

penalizes those who fall short of required standards. We should also set up a mechanism to recruit new talent 

to replace dismissed and retired staff. Besides technology, other aspects of cultural heritage conservation 

should not be ignored, such as project organization, management, and monitoring. Cultural heritage 

conservation is about safeguarding the common interests of human beings by preserving the authenticity and 

integrity of cultural heritage and passing it down to future generations. However, conservation tends to be a 

secondary concern, as far as reality is concerned, that is often constrained by the short-term, local interests of 

the current generation. In addition, protecting cultural heritage requires sound judgment, proper 

understanding of authenticity and necessary intervention, control over the quality of preservation, and  

consistency of decisions. But in reality this process, which is often subjected to insufficient scrutiny, is not 

transparent, open, or easily understood by outsiders. Conservation needs to incorporate morality, professional 

ethics, supervision, and an accountability system. 

The principles and criteria of authenticity must be integrated into the entire conservation process, from design 

to implementation to monitoring ï related professional capacity and standards have not been established yet ï 

and instilled into the minds of all those involved in conservation. Since perfect multidisciplinary talent is 
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difficult to find, it is important for all craftsmen, experts, managers, and workers from different fields to work 

together. This is a feasible solution. Managers and organizers should shoulder the main responsibility, while 

experts should become more proactive and committed as well as focus on communication.     

Traditionally, Chinese craftsmen and experts worked together on conservation practices and theories. More 

than a decade ago, when a Chinese cultural heritage expert worked on a conservation project, he or she would 

always stay at the site day and night and work alongside the craftsmen and workers. Few experts worked on 

multiple projects at the same time or returned home at night during conservation projects. 

The success of a conservation project and the preservation of a historical siteôs authenticity and values depend 

on the skills and knowledge of those involved in the project as well as the quality of their work. The quality 

of a restoration project can be considered ñvery goodò if it receives a score of 70 or 80 on a scale of 0 to 100. 

However, every lost point means that some authenticity slipped through the fingers of those involved in the 

project. A score under 60 means some serious mistakes were made. We must work harder to ensure the 

quality of our work despite any difficulties.  Any lost or damaged cultural heritage will be forever 

irrecoverable, and history cannot be recreated or reproduced. 

Mr. Liang Sicheng once used a character in a puppet show to illustrate the philosophy of cultural heritage 

conservation. He said that there might be gaps between what he wanted to do and what he actually did. We 

dare not compare ourselves with Mr. Liang, but we should assume his responsibility and continue to integrate 

theory with practice when protecting cultural heritage. 

Conclusion  

I have not talked much about the China Principles itself although it is part of my topic. I know that our 

colleagues have done their best to contribute to its revision, drawing from their past experience and using 

information collected from different channels. Thus, I do not believe that there are any serious flaws in the 

revised China Principles. My only suggestion for our colleagues is to listen to various comments and 

opinions before supplementing and fine-tuning this document.  

In my opinion, we should obtain a deeper and more accurate understanding of international concepts and 

principles. We should integrate universal values with cultural diversity, examine the China Principles in the 

international context, and seek to connect China with the rest of the world. The China Principles should be 

properly implemented in conservation work. Traditional craftsmen should understand conservation theories, 

while scholars should roll up their sleeves and learn to work like real craftsmen. We should place equal 

emphasis on theory and practice and pursue the perfect integration of the two. Everyone engaged in heritage 

conservation should follow the China Principles in terms of practices and professional ethics.  

Much remains to be done. We should work hard to connect the past with the present and the present with the 

future. 
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ABSTRACT 

This paper briefly reviews the development of Chinese philosophies of cultural heritage 

conservation and summarizes the features of different stages during the evolution of heritage 

conservation in China and other countries. It also analyses the relationship between mainstream 

conservation philosophies in China and other countries ï today, the predominant conservation 

philosophy in China is exemplified by the Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in 

China. The development of conservation philosophies in China has followed the same trajectory 

as that in other countries. In fact, some Chinese and international conservation concepts even 

coincide. The author believes that these similarities are derived from the shared needs of all 

countries and ethnic groups for heritage conservation, while differences between Chinaôs 

conservation philosophies as well as other countries are due to different understandings of 

heritage values in distinct cultures.   

Keywords: cultural heritage, conservation philosophy, development, evolution, comparative 

studies 

 

For the sake of this paper, the term ñheritage siteò is defined in the same manner as in the Principles for the 

Conservation of Heritage Sites in China (the China Principles): ñthe immovable physical remains that were 

created during the history of humankind and that have significance.ò Also, a conservation philosophy 

includes the basic views and principles regarding a heritage site and how they sites should be protected. 

Such philosophies are usually reflected in individual cases of conservation before gradually moving into the 

mainstream. Most mainstream conservation philosophies are represented by consensus documents, such as 

international conventions and charters, national laws, regulations, policies, and guidelines. Therefore, this 

paper reviews and compares mainstream conservation philosophies in China and other countries by 

examining international and national documents. 

After discussing the evolution of conservation philosophies outside China, this paper explains the history of 

heritage conservation in China and compares it with that in other countries. 

The emergence, development, and evolution of different conservation philosophies are always intertwined 
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and interactional. They do not abruptly come into being or cease existing because of a regime or historical 

change. This paper is structured around historical periods simply for the convenience of description. It is 

impossible to do justice to the diversity and complexity of conservation philosophies around the world in 

such a short space. Therefore, this paper only highlights the major milestones in their evolution.  

1. Evolution of Conservation Philosophies outside China  

The evolution of heritage conservation philosophies outside China has gone through six stages: (1) from the 

Classical Antiquity to the Enlightenment
1
; (2) from the Enlightenment to 1830

2
; (3) from 1830 to the First 

World War; (4) in between the two World Wars; (5) from 1945 to the 1980s; and (6) from the 1980s to the 

present. 

1.1 From the Classical Antiquity to the Enlightenment  

The concepts of cultural heritage and heritage sites were not clearly defined during this period. Cultural 

heritage was mainly associated with the patriotism of the ruling class or the ideology of a country or ethnic 

group since physical remains could prove the historical legitimacy or past glory of those in power.
3
 It was 

believed that the major values of ancient buildings or infrastructure projects lay in their functionality and 

reuse. Theodoric the Great (493-526) ordered the municipalities under his rule ñnot to mourn for past glory, 

but to revive ancient monuments to new splendour; not to let fallen columns and useless fragments make 

cities look ugly, but to clean them and give them new use in his palaces.ò
4
 His order reflected how people 

viewed the value of heritage sites and they type of conservation philosophy they held at that time. Many 

conservation projects were intended to protect religious buildings and preserve their functions. 

1.2 From the Enlightenment to 1830  

In this period, conservation philosophies made an enormous leap as peopleôs understanding of the ownership 

of cultural heritage evolved. The French Revolution transformed France from a monarchy to a democracy. 

Cultural heritage was no longer exclusively owned by the aristocracy and royalty of a country. Instead it was 

considered as a kind of wealth belonging to all of its citizens. Countries established specialized institutions 

and promulgated laws to protect their peopleôs cultural heritage.
5
 For example, France created an 

organization dedicated to heritage conservation and compiled a list of its own heritage sites.
6
 Finally, most of 

todayôs conservation systems are modelled after the system created in France. 

                                                      

1 The Classical Antiquity refers to the period of ancient Greece and Rome. The Enlightenment was ñthe cultural movement that 

occurred between the early 18th century and the 1789 French Revolution. It witnessed the development of many new ideas, such as 

rationalism, and shaped various fields of studies, including natural science, philosophy, ethics, political science, economics, history, 

literature, and education.ò http://baike.baidu.com/view/2052.htm. Accessed on June 6, 2014. 

2 The French Revolution (1789-1830) refers to when the French monarchy was overthrown and a democratic regime was established. 

http://baike.baidu.com/view/7189.htm. Accessed on June 6, 2014. 

3 Kristainsen 1989, Smith 2004. 

4 Translated into Chinese by Guo Zhan 2011. 

5 Ibid. 

6 Ibid. 
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This change later provided a political and legal basis for the public to engage in cultural heritage conservation 

and share the benefits it may bring. 

1.3 From 1830 to the First World War  

During this period, a variety of conservation philosophies emerged in Europe. Europeans had already gained 

a radically new understanding of the value of historical sites and, more broadly, history itself when the 

Renaissance had dethroned medieval religion. Now they believed that history was an academic subject and 

heritage sites were physical evidence for the reconstruction and re-examination of history. Thus, heritage sites 

were valued not only for their functionality but research use. Since any change to a heritage site could change 

the reconstruction of history, conservation practices changed accordingly. . The traditional, function-based 

philosophy of heritage conservation was challenged, and a debate on heritage site protection was ignited and 

reached its climax during the second half of the 19
th
 century. 

In the mid to late 19
th
 century, Europe rapidly progressed in culture, science, and technology after a series of 

cultural movements, including the Renaissance, the Enlightenment, the Industrial Revolution, and the spread 

of democracy. Technological advances led to the expansion of colonies, and industrialized production while 

colonization provided sufficient funding for the conservation of historical European sites. Europeans made 

unprecedented efforts to protect these sites and vigorously debated which philosophy should be used to guide 

heritage conservation. 

Stylistic restoration was an influential conservation philosophy in this period. It was developed by a 

Frenchman named Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc (1814-1879) and others. Stylistic restoration refers to 

the means in which a heritage site should be restored according to its style during its greatest time. It was 

widely embraced by many countries, including the UK, Italy, Germany, and Austria, because it was virtually 

a continuation of the traditional function-based philosophy.
7
 In this period, British conservation philosophies 

included the stylistic restoration and faithful (or conservative) restoration of George Gilbert Scott 

(1811-1878), the preservation (anti-restoration movement) of John Ruskin (1819-1900) and William Morris 

(1834-1896), and the eclectic restoration of Edward Augustus Freeman (1823-1892). Freeman believed that 

buildings, with valuable functions, should be restored as well as those lacking practical use ought to be 

preserved.
8
 In Italy, Camillo Boito (1836-1914) advocated philological restoration, comparing heritage sites 

to historical records of human activity. In his opinion, any change to a heritage site could be misleading.
9
 

Meanwhile, the Gothic revival movement in Germany sought to restore churches in a purely Gothic style.
10

 

The 6
th
 International Congress of Architects adopted the Recommendations of the Madrid Conference and 

divided monuments into two classes: living and non-living. According to the document, living monuments, 

defined as monuments in use, should have their functions restored while non-living monuments, i.e. relics 

and archaeological sites, should be preserved in their existing state. The release of the Recommendations of 

the Madrid Conference marked the first consensus among different conservation philosophies around the 

                                                      

7 Translated into Chinese by Guo Zhan 2011. 

8 Mason & Shacklock 1995. 

9 Translated into Chinese by Guo Zhan 2011. 

10 Ibid. 
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world and ended the fifty plus year debate. Moreover, it influenced two later documents: the Athens Charter 

of 1931 and the International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (the 

Venice Charter) of 1964. The result of the debate indicated that the forms and materials of heritage sites, in 

addition to their functions, started to be recognized as an integral part of heritage conservation. 

1.4 Between the Two World Wars  

This period was characterized by the protection of historical sites during the post-war rebuilding efforts. 

Having been severely damaged in the First World War, historical European sites were again endangered by 

post-war reconstruction. In order to address that issue, the 1
st
 International Congress of Architects and 

Technicians of Historic Monuments met in Athens and approved the Athens Charter. The Athens Charter 

includes seven main resolutions and seven general conclusions. Most noteworthy is the fact that it was the 

first ever document to mention the protection of the settings of heritage sites. The Athens Charter states that 

new buildings built around ancient monuments should respect their surroundings.
11

 It also states that each 

case of conservation is open to a different solution and new materials should be distinguishable from original 

ones. 

1.5 From 1945 to the 1980s  

This period had three major features: the internationalization of heritage conservation, the global acceptance 

of the principles in the Venice Charter, and the emergence of value-based conservation. 

(1) Internationalization of heritage conservation 

The Second World War inflicted unprecedented damage on heritage sites, and the threat from post-war 

reconstruction was equally dangerous. Between 1945 and 1995, on average, England lost one heritage site 

every day.
12

 In response, some international organizations were established to mobilize resources and launch 

conservation projects around the world, including the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO, founded in 1945), the International Council of Museums (ICOM, founded in 1946), 

the International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM, 

founded in 1959), and the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS, founded in 1965). A 

number of international conservation projects were undertaken around the world, and the most well-known 

projects included the salvage of the Abu Simbel temples, which was at risk of being inundated by Egyptôs 

Aswan Dam, the cultural heritage sites in flooded Venice, and the archaeological ruins in Mohenjo-Daro, 

Pakistan. Those projects were coordinated and carried by international organizations. As a result, UNESCO 

adopted the Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage in 1972, which is 

also known as the World Heritage Convention. These international efforts not only facilitated the exchange of 

conservation technology but promoted conservation philosophies internationally and paved the way for 

countries to embrace the ideas advocated by the World Heritage Convention. 

                                                      

11 Athens Charter 1931. ñThe Conference recommended that, during the construction of buildings, the character and external aspect 

of the cities in which they are to be erected should be respected, especially in the neighbourhood of ancient monuments, where the 

surroundings should be given special consideration.ò 

12 Chamberlin 1979. 
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(2) Global acceptance of the Venice Charter 

In 1964, the 2
nd

 International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments met in Venice 

and adopted the well-known Venice Charter to provide guidelines for heritage conservation. Many ideas 

proposed in the Venice Charter are still valuable today, such as the principle of authenticity, the protection of 

the setting of a heritage site, and the importance of passing down cultural heritage. Yet the Venice Charter 

was mainly adopted to solve the problems associated with the conservation of monuments themselves. Its 

static view of conservation suggests that the value of heritage sites is internal and inherent. With the Venice 

Charter as its mission statement, ICOMOS promoted conservation around the world. Many countries and 

regions created their own conservation guidelines that were modelled after the Venice Charter and were 

adapted to their own realities, for example, the Norms of Quito (adopted by the Organization of American 

States in 1967), the Burra Charter (adopted by ICOMOS Australia in 1979), the Charter for the Preservation 

of Quebecôs Heritage, the Charter for the Protection and Enhancement of the Built Environment (adopted by 

ICOMOS Canada in 1982 and 1983 respectively; the latter is also known as the Appleton Charter), and the 

Declaration of Tlaxcala (adopted by ICOMOS Mexico in 1982). 

(3) Emergence of value-based conservation 

After the Second World War, extensive construction and rapid globalization, industrialization, and 

urbanization presented many challenges and prompted people to reflect upon the significance of cultural 

heritage as a whole, in contemporary society. Thus, people gained a radically new understanding of two 

fundamental attributes of cultural heritage: the scope of cultural heritageôs value enlarged, and it was realized 

that value was not inherent or constant but recognized by people, making it changeable. This new 

understanding of cultural heritage contributed to the formation of value-based conservation philosophy. 

The expansion of the scope of heritage values was exemplified by the UNESCO document adopted in 1962 ï 

Recommendation Concerning the Safeguarding of the Beauty and Character of Landscapes and Sites. This 

recommendation states that landscapes not only have artistic, cultural, and scientific values, bear witness to 

the past, and shelter wild animals and plants but provide physical, moral, and spiritual regeneration ï and are 

thus critical to human health and happiness. In many countries, landscapes are even important elements in 

economic and social life.
13

 

A large number of international, regional, and national documents released in the 1960s and 1970s identified 

of the values associated with heritage sites, arguing that historical value should not be limited to the historical, 

the artistic, or the scientific. According to these documents, heritage sites represent different cultures, 

lifestyles, religions, and social activities, and can help people recover their individual and national identities 

as globalization diminishes cultural diversity and individuality. These documents say that heritage sites 

prompt people to learn about their shared history as well as the future of human beings. Furthermore, they 

establish links between the past and modern life, and offer a sense of security in the midst of rapid changes;
14

 

heritage sites help to create an appropriate and inspiring living environment in which human health and 

happiness depends.
15

 These documents also state that heritage sites are not only a source of national pride but 

                                                      

13 UNESCO 1962. 

14 ICOMOS 1967, UNESCO 1968, COE 1975a, COE 1975b, UNESCO 1976, ICOMOS & IFLA 1981. 

15 UNESCO 1968, COE 1975b. 
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contribute to establishing mutual understanding, friendly rapport, and spiritual communication between 

countries that disagree over politics.
16

 In this respect, heritage sites are beneficial to social balance as well as 

social interaction, integration, and cohesion.
17

 Additionally, heritage sites are not only conducive to human 

happiness, communication, relaxation, and education but also economic growth ï a source of wealth creation 

and harmonious development.
18

 These documents represent a wider variety of heritage values than traditional 

historical, artistic, and scientific ones. 

Moreover, the understanding of the nature of heritage values also evolved. People used to believe the value of 

heritage sites were fixated in their materials and forms ï the amount of historical information they could 

provide (materials), the way they could inspire design and artistic creation (forms), and their function and use 

(value of practical use) ï regardless of individual or institutional evaluatorsô views . However, as the scope of 

heritage values was enlarged, people realized that value was constantly changing and, more importantly, 

because of humansô influence, other values such as spiritual, emotional, religious, social, etc. existed. The 

values of a heritage site may vary from person to person, and the same person may see different values in a 

site at different times. Therefore, value is not absolute or fixed but relative and changing; itôs related to 

individuals or institutional evaluators.
19

 

As peopleôs understanding of heritage values changed, they also understood that the traditional conservation 

methodology that focused on the forms and materials of heritage sites was inadequate, and proper 

conservation methodology based on the comprehensive assessment of value would be needed. Thus came 

into being the value-based conservation philosophy. It was believed that, since value is related to humans, the 

comprehensive assessment of value and the development of science-based conservation policy would require 

the involvement of stakeholders. In 1975, the European Council adopted the European Charter of the 

Architectural Heritage or the Amsterdam Charter, which recognized, for the first time in history, the right of 

the public to engage in conservation decision-making.
20

 The involvement of stakeholders thus became an 

international consensus. The Burra Charter, adopted by ICOMOS Australia in 1979, proposed value-based 

decision-making as a conservation procedure requirement. 

1.6 From the 1980s to the Present  

This period has three main features: the emphasis put on the role of cultural heritage during sustainable 

development, the advancement of the World Heritage cause, and the prevalence of conservation planning. 

(1) Emphasis on the role of cultural heritage during sustainable development 

In the 1980s, the concept of sustainable development was widely embraced by the international community. 

Our Common Future, which was passed during the 42
nd

 session of the United Nations General Assembly, 

                                                      

16 ICOMOS 1967, UNESCO 1968. 

17 COE 1975b. 

18 ICOMOS 1967, UNESCO 1968, UNESCO 1972, COE 1975b, ICOMOS & IFLA 1981. 

19 See Lipe 1984, Lowenthal 1985, Pearson & Sullivan 1995, Cleere 1996, Titchen 1996, Feilden & Jokilehto 1998, Avrami et al 

2000, Kerr 2000, Mason 2002, Clark 2006. 

20 COE 1975b. 
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established the principle of intergenerational equity, which states that the current generation should not 

exclusively own cultural heritage, deprive future generations of cultural heritage, or undermine their right and 

opportunity to use this development resource. The Declaration on Sustainable Development (1989) of the 

United Nations Environment Programme and the Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity (2001) and the 

Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Heritage (2003) of UNESCO state that cultural heritage 

should contribute to sustainable development. ICOMOS chose ñHeritage, driver of developmentò as the 

theme of its 2011 general assembly and passed the Paris Declaration on Heritage as a Driver of 

Development. These documents provided a theoretical basis for heritage conservation and laid down 

principles for the appropriate use of heritage sites. 

(2) Advancement of the World Heritage cause 

Although the World Heritage Convention has only existed for less than half a century, it has been ratified by 

191 countries, making it the most inclusive UNESCO convention. As of June 27, 2014, there were 1,007 

World Heritage Sites in the world: 779 cultural, heritage sites, 197 natural sites, and 31 mixed sites. New 

categories of heritage sites, such as cultural landscapes, historic routes, and historic canals, have been widely 

recognized.
21

 The annually updated Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage 

Convention incorporates the latest international conservation philosophies and practices while Periodic 

Reporting reveals the common problems associated with the conservation and management of different World 

Heritage Sites and enables more targeted conservation efforts. In addition, four sets of guidelines have been 

published to assist countries in the nomination, conservation, and management of World Heritage Sites.
22

 

The value-based conservation philosophy is embodied by World Heritage Sites since all requirements for its 

conservation and management revolve around their universal value. 

Since World Heritage Sites have universal value to human beings, most countries consider them their most 

important cultural resources, and the nomination, conservation, and management of these sites tend to attract 

considerable attention. Therefore, the advancement of the World Heritage cause has been profoundly shaping 

the evolution of conservation philosophies. Countries with World Heritage Sites determine their value 

through comparative analysis, protect their authenticity and integrity, and pay attention to their routine 

management and monitoring. These ideas and practices provide valuable experience for the conservation of 

other types of heritage sites in those countries. 

(3) Prevalence of conservation planning 

Conservation planning has become a widely adopted practice in many countries. Governments encourage the 

development and implementation of conservation plans through laws,
23

 regulations,
24

 policies and guidelines, 

public financial support,
25

, and other types of funding.
26

 International organizations also use different 

                                                      

21 Whc.unesco.org/list. Accessed June 27, 2014. 

22 They are Managing Disaster Risks for World Heritage (June 2010), Preparing World Heritage Nominations (second edition, 

November 2011), Managing Natural World Heritage (June 2012), and Managing Cultural World Heritage (November 2013). 

23 E.g. National Parks of Canada. Parks Canada 2003, Cameron 2006. 

24 E.g. US National Parks. Pochter 1986, NPS 1998a, NPS 1998b, NPS 1998c, NPS 2001. 

25 In Australia, historical sites, with conservation plans, will take priority when governmental conservation funds are allocated: James 

1996. In China, projects included in the conservation plans of officially protected sites enjoy a similar priority. 
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approaches to promote conservation planning.
27

 Many universities, research institutes, and non-governmental 

organizations offer conservation planning courses or training programs on.
28

 

The prevalence of conservation planning is the result and embodiment of the value-based conservation 

philosophy. The process of conservation planning entails a comprehensive assessment of the value of a 

heritage site. Finally, all follow-up strategies and measures are designed and implemented to protect value. 

1.7 Summary  

The development of conservation philosophies outside of China progressed through three phases: the 

preservation and maintenance of function, the protection of form and material, and the conservation of value. 

2. Evolution of Conservation Philosophies in China  

The evolution of conservation philosophies in China can be divided into five stages: (1) before 1912; (2) from 

1912 to 1949; (3) from 1949 to 1979; (4) from 1980 to 2000; and (5) from 2000 to the present. 

2.1 Before 1912  

During this period, the conservation of heritage sites mainly focused on royal mausoleums, sites of sacrifice 

and worship (either located in well-known mountains or along major rivers or designated for eminent 

historical figures), civil engineering projects built by the state, religious sites, and cultural landscapes. The 

predominant conservation philosophy was to maintain the normal functions of heritage sites through different 

means, such as replacing broken, rotten, or dysfunctional components, repainting decorated architectural 

surfaces, restoring functions, and making heritage sites look new again. Royal families used national 

resources for conservation in order to consolidate their power. By contrast, social elites sought to protect 

monuments as a cultural activity, and ordinary people mainly engaged in conservation for religious and 

spiritual reasons. 

The Tang Code, which was promulgated in 653 by the Tang Dynasty, was the first written law in East and 

South Asia and the first criminal law in China.
29

 According to the Tang Code, damaging a royal mausoleum 

was considered the second gravest crime, following conspiring against the state: ñThe second major crime is 

plotting high treason, which means damaging ancestral temples, ógreat mountainsô, and royal palaces.ò
30

 The 

                                                                                                                                                                                 

26 Between 1994 and 2004, the Heritage Lottery Fund in the United Kingdom provided £620,000 for 28 heritage sites in London to 

develop conservation plans. HLF 2005. 

27 The World Heritage Committee encourages countries to include conservation plans in their nomination applications: WHC 2013. 

The World Bank requires conservation plans in its funding programs: World Bank 1986. The Getty Conservation Institute offers 

financial support for the development of conservation plans and requires conservation plans to be included in grant proposals: GF 

2006. 

28 Conservation planning is an important component in ICCROMôs training program on the management of World Heritage Sites. 

29 

http://baike.baidu.com/view/58711.htm?fromtitle=%E6%B0%B8%E5%BE%BD%E5%BE%8B%E7%96%8F&fromid=4653831&ty

pe=syn. Accessed on June 5, 2014. 

30 See the Tang Code: ñRoyal mausoleums are called great mountains because ancient emperors and kings were buried in mountains. 

An example is the resting place of the Yellow Emperor, which is located on Qiao Mountain. Some people say that the term ógreat 
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emperors of the Ming Dynasty required local governments to provide basic necessities for custodians of the 

royal mausoleum.
31

 Lastly, the Ming Code listed the punishments for damaging the royal mausoleum.
32

 

In ancient China, it was believed that ñthe most important concerns of a state are sacrifice and warfare.ò
33

 

Throughout the Chinese dynasties, sacrifice and worship sites were built in renowned mountains, along major 

rivers, or at the birthplaces and burial sites of revered sages and scholars. While the repair of these important 

sites was financed by the state, the public was responsible for providing most of the funds required for the 

maintenance of ordinary religious sites. When a Chinese citizen made a wish in a temple, he would promise 

to renovate the temple or the statue of a deity, such as Buddha, enshrined there in return. Once his wish was 

fulfilled, he would donate money on improvement of the temple and statue. Thus, the buildings and 

decorations in the temple complex would look new again. 

The conservation of cultural landscapes was part of the cultural life of royal families and social elites. The 

first decree to protect a cultural landscape in the world was issued by Emperor Xuanzong of Tang in 748.
34

 It 

prohibited fishing and logging in the Jiuqu Stream, located in the Wuyi Mountains of Fujian. Only religious 

buildings were allowed to be built in that area. Even today, the conservation of the Wuyi Mountains follows 

similar rules, which is why the mountains have been inscribed on the World Heritage List as a mixed site. The 

West Lake of Hangzhou was protected and managed by social elites for around 2,000 years, as the spiritual 

home of the Chinese literati. Besides, the Slender West Lake of Yangzhou is a unique cultural landscape 

created after local scholars and wealthy businesspeople built private gardens along the Baozhang River.
35

 As 

in the Picturesque Movement in the West, cultural landscapes in China were appreciated, managed, and 

transformed according to the aesthetic standards of social elites as part of their spiritual pursuits. 

The Grand Canal, the Dujiangyan Irrigation System, and other civil engineering projects were mainly 

financed and protected by the government, ensuring their normal function..
36

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 

mountainsô came into being because imperial mausoleums are as great as towering mountains.ò 

31 See Records of the Ming Xiaoling Mausoleum: ñEvery year, the Board of Revenue of Nanjing and Yingtian Prefecture provided the 

Directorate of the Xiaoling Mausoleum with 60 dan of polished fine round-grained rice, 66 dan of half-polished round-grained rice, 

500 dan of unpolished round-grained rice, 50 dan of sesame, 300 dan of soybeans, 50 dan of mung beans, 40 dan of long-grained rice, 

600 dan of unhusked rice, 60 dan of wheat, 10,000 bags of straw, and 3,000 jin of salt.ò 

32 ñAny person that damages the royal mausoleum shall be punished for high treason. His body shall be slowly sliced to death, 

whether he is a principal or accessory to the crime concerned. Anyone that is the perpetratorôs paternal grandfather, father, son, 

grandson, brother, or nephew and is over 16 years old shall be beheaded. His young child or children, mother, wife, and concubine or 

concubines shall become servants or maids of government officials. Any person that steals any tool, curtain, jade object, piece of silk, 

livestock, piece of dishware, or other object used in any major sacrificial ceremony held by the emperor shall be deemed as having 

committed the crime of great disrespect and shall thus be beheaded. Both the above offenses are among the ten gravest crimes for 

which no pardon shall be granted. Any person that steals any tree from the royal burial site shall be beaten with a club and sent into 

penal servitude. He may be beheaded if his violation is serious. Any person that collects any earth or stone, builds any kiln to make 

pottery, uses fire to clear land, kills any of the deer belonging to the royal burial site, or commits any other offense within 20 li  from 

the external walls of the site shall be beaten with a club, pilloried, or transported to a distant place for penal servitude. Any person that 

trespasses on the royal mausoleum shall be beaten with 100 strokes.ò 

33 Zuozhuan. 

34 WHC 2009. 

35 Yangzhou Municipal Peopleôs Government 2012. 

36 State Administration of Cultural Heritage 2013: Section 2B of the Documents on the Nomination of the Grand Canal of China as a 

World Heritage Site lists the repair projects implemented for different sections of the Grand Canal in history. Ministry of Construction 

2000: The Documents on the Nomination of Mount Qingcheng and the Dujiangyan Irrigation System as a World Heritage Site lists 

the detailed information about how governments of different dynasties financed the routine maintenance of the site to ensure that it 

could function normally. 
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After the First Opium War in 1840, colonization began in China, with many historical relics leaving its 

borders. The Chinese public became aware of the importance of heritage conservation and initiated many 

efforts to protect historical relics.
37

 Chinaôs modern conservation philosophies were still in their infancy 

during this period. 

2.2 From 1912 to 1949  

Rudimentary conservation philosophies appeared in China, and foreign conservation philosophies started to 

be introduced into the country as well. 

They year 1912 marked the end of imperial Chinese society and the birth of a democracy. In 1931, the 

Republic of China promulgated the Law on the Protection of Historical Relics and established a conservation 

committee whose main responsibility was to prevent historical relics from leaving China. But as a full-blown 

war with Japan broke out in 1937, the cash-strapped committee dissolved, leading to falling apart of the 

fledgling Chinese conservation system. 

A large number of young people who had left China to study abroad in the late Qing Dynasty returned to 

China, eager to contribute their knowledge and skills to their homeland. They brought back with them new 

ideas from other countries. Among these young people was a prestigious figure in the field of cultural 

heritage conservation ï Liang Sicheng (1901-1972). He returned to China from the United States in 1928, 

founded the Department of Architecture at the North-eastern University and Tsinghua University, and joined 

the Society for Research in Chinese Architecture. Liangôs conservation philosophy is explained in his 1935 

work, Architecture of the Temple of Confucius in Qufu and Its Repair Plan: ñIn the past, rebuilding efforts 

were solely intended to restore the splendour and sturdiness of dilapidated temples. Removing old structures 

and building new ones was considered one of the greatest achievements or virtues. But we have a different 

mission today. We have the responsibility to preserve or restore ancient monuments from different ages é 

Unlike ancient people, we should seek to lengthen the lifespan of existing structures as much as possible.ò
38

 

In this paragraph, Liang reviews the past conservation philosophy and explains a new one. And that new idea 

would later serve as the basis for Chinaôs modern conservation philosophies. 

2.3 From 1949 to 1979  

China established a national system for the protection of cultural relics and began to conduct ñrescue 

protectionò in the process of economic reconstruction and agricultural production. Its conservation 

philosophy mainly involve preserving the existing conditions of heritage sites. 

The Peopleôs Republic of China (PRC) was founded on October 1, 1949. In its early days, the New China 

carried out extensive economic reconstruction and land reform, which made the salvage of cultural heritage 

an urgent priority. Ten months following the founding of the PRC, the central government issued five 

directives
39

 to prohibit the export of valuable cultural relics and books, to protect heritage sites, valuable 

                                                      

37 E.g. Local people in Dunhuang launched a project to protect the historical relics in the Mogao Grottoes. 

38 Liang Sicheng 1935. 

39 They are the Directive on the Interim Measures for the Prohibition of Export of Valuable Cultural Relics and Books (May 24, 1950) 

of the Government Administration Council of the Central Peopleôs Government, the Directive on the Protection Measures for 
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cultural relics, books, rare animals and plants, historical monuments and buildings, to collect revolutionary 

relics, and to order land reform cadres to learn about laws and regulations on cultural relics. The release of 

those directives demonstrated the governmentôs concern and determination for heritage conservation. 

In fact, some of the concepts incorporated in the directives were ahead of the curve, compared with 

conservation philosophies in other countries at that time: 

 ̧ For the first time in China, a policy proposed the definition and scope of cultural heritage: ñAll scenic 

spots of historical significance and all cultural books and relics detailing the revolution, history, and art 

that are hidden underground in different places in China are the cultural heritage of our nation.ò  The 

term ñscenic spots of historical significanceò is equivalent to the current notion of cultural landscape. 

 ̧ Natural heritage, such as the traces, remains, and fossils of ancient animals and plants, was listed as a 

category of heritage, and, in the directives, rare animals and plants were juxtaposed with valuable 

cultural relics. 

 ̧ The ñlower boundò of the conservation time frame was extended: ñ[Heritage conservation] should 

revolve around the New Democratic Revolution after the May Fourth Movement and incorporate the 

historical records of the Opium War, the Taiping Heavenly Kingdom Movement, the 1911 Revolution, 

and other revolutions and movements that took place during those periods.ò Compared with many 

countries in todayôs world, China adopted a longer time frame for determining what constituted cultural 

heritage. 

Although these concepts are similar to many contemporary ones, China did not yet have a systematic view of 

conservation. 

On May 7, 1951, the Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Internal Affairs of the central government released 

the Rules on the Division of Powers and Responsibilities for the Management of Scenic Spots of Historical 

Significance and the Management Measures for the Protection of Local Scenic Spots of Historical 

Significance, which marked the establishment of the governmental system of cultural heritage conservation. 

Provinces and cities set up Cultural Relics Management Committees within their own local governments in 

order to protect and manage historical buildings, archaeological sites, and revolutionary sites as well as to 

collect valuable cultural books, relics, and revolutionary relics from around the country. 

As the whole country carried out extensive reconstruction, some cultural relics and monuments were 

damaged. Therefore, the central government issued the Instructions on the Protection of Historical and 

Revolutionary Relics in Basic Construction Projects and the Notice on the Protection of Cultural Relics in 

Agricultural Production in 1953 and 1956 respectively. These two documents include some noteworthy 

points: 

                                                                                                                                                                                 

Monuments, Valuable Cultural Relics, Books, and Rare Animals and Plants and on the Interim Measures for the Investigation and 

Excavation of Archaeological Sites and Ancient Tombs (May 24, 1950) of the Central Peopleôs Government, the Directive on the 

Collection of Revolutionary Relics (June 16, 1950) of the Government Administration Council of the Central Peopleôs Government, 

the Instructions on the Protection of Historical Monuments and Buildings (July 6, 1950) of the Government Administration Council 

of the Central Peopleôs Government, and the Notice on the Use of Relevant Laws and Regulations on Cultural Relics as Reference 

Materials in the Training of Land Reform Cadres (August 1, 1950) of the General Office of the Ministry of Culture of the Central 

Peopleôs Government. 
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 ̧ Provincial governments were required to publish lists of important, well-known cultural relics and 

monuments, put up official plaques to protect them, and file the lists with the Ministry of Culture. The 

lists should then be submitted to the State Council, which would decide whether to place the cultural 

relics and monuments on the central governmentôs protection list. That paved the way for the release of 

the First National List of Major Officially Protected Sites. 

 ̧ According to the two documents, various public education campaigns should be launched to raise 

peopleôs awareness of cultural heritage and common conservation techniques (similar to todayôs capacity 

building measures), and mass conservation activities should be conducted (similar to the current concept 

of public or community participation). 

 ̧ The documents also say that natural heritage should be protected, which reflects a balanced view of 

cultural and natural heritage. 

The year 1961 was a very important year for Chinaôs cultural heritage conservation because the State Council 

issued the Instructions of the State Council on Enhancing the Protection and Management of Cultural Relics 

(or the Instructions), the Interim Regulation on the Protection and Management of Cultural Relics, and the 

First National List of Major Officially Protected Sites (including 180 sites). They established the basic 

principles for the conservation and management of Chinese cultural heritage and improved the national 

conservation and management system for cultural relics. 

The following lists important points in the Instructions: 

 ̧ Chinaôs revolutionary and historical relics are ñvaluable heritage of the progressive cultures of human 

beings.ò The Instructions was the first Chinese policy to consider cultural heritage as the wealth of 

human beings. 

 ̧ Cultural relics have ñhistorical, artistic, and scientific values.ò This classification of value has been in 

use up until today. 

 ̧ The purpose of protecting cultural relics is ñto promote scientific research and cultural construction and 

conduct public education,ò (i.e. heritage conservation should benefit contemporary society). 

 ̧ The principle for conservation is ñto protect the original condition of heritage sites and avoid damage é 

instead of demolishing or significantly changing the sites or their surroundings.ò China intended to 

protect, not only heritage sites themselves, but their settings. 

 ̧ ñProviding proper protection for cultural relics is the common responsibility of all departments 

concerned.ò This principle is similar to the current stakeholder consultation mechanism. . 

The Interim Regulation on the Protection and Management of Cultural Relics served as the foundation for 

and predecessor of the Law of the Peopleôs Republic China on Protection of Cultural Relics (or the Law on 

Protection of Cultural Relics). The regulation, comprised of 18 articles, addresses the following issues: 

 ̧ All cultural relics in China shall be protected by the state, and underground remains belong to the state. 

 ̧ Physical remains are what the state shall protect. 

 ̧ Officially protected sites should be made known to the public. 
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 ̧ Four legal prerequisites: demarcation of the boundaries, erection of an official plaque declaring a site a 

protected entity, creation of record archive, and designation of an organization or person dedicated to 

management. 

 ̧ Conservation should be integrated into urban planning. 

 ̧ Efforts should be made to balance conservation needs and stakeholder interests in construction projects. 

Prior to any construction work, the construction site must be searched for any underground historical 

relic. 

 ̧ The principle for repair and maintenance is to restore the original condition or maintain the present 

condition. Also, the principle for use is to avoid changing the original condition. 

 ̧ The export of important cultural relics is prohibited. 

In 1963, the Ministry of Culture issued two important documents. One of them was the Interim Measures for 

the Protection and Management of Officially Protected Sites. It required all officially protected sites to 

develop conservation plans that would be included in urban or rural construction plans, in order to resolve the 

conflict between conservation and economic development and to better leverage the benefits of cultural relics. 

The importance of conservation planning, especially the use of planning to coordinate conservation and 

development, was largely unknown to the rest of the world. The other document was the Interim Management 

Measures for the Repair and Maintenance of Revolutionary Buildings, Historical Buildings, Ancient 

Buildings, and Grotto Temples. According to the document, a general principle for such repair and 

maintenance work is to preserve the present condition or restore the original condition. In the document, 

repair and maintenance work is divided into three categories, i.e. routine maintenance, emergency 

reinforcement, and important repair and restoration. Regarding the second category, the document says, ñThis 

type of work is intended to reinforce a structure and lengthen its lifespan, but should not affect any thorough 

repair and restoration to be conducted in the future.ò This basically means that ñrescuedò heritage sites should 

be able to receive further treatment later. The document also mentions the importance of keeping an archive 

of restoration records. 

In 1966, the Cultural Revolution started, halting conservation in China. After the transition period following 

the end of the Cultural Revolution in 1976, China began to implement a reform and opening up policy in 

1979. Thus, Chinaôs heritage conservation entered a stage of rapid development. 

2.4 From 1980 to 2000  

This period was characterized by four features: the establishment of a legal framework for conservation, a 

national discussion on heritage conservation, Chinaôs involvement in international cooperation, and the 

release of the first edition of the Principles for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China (the China 

Principles), which marked the convergence of conservation philosophies inside and outside China. 

(1) Establishment of a legal conservation framework  

In 1982, the Standing Committee of the 5
th
 National Peopleôs Congress promulgated the Law on Protection of 

Cultural Relics, which initiated the establishment of a legal conservation framework in China. In the same 

year, the State Council issued the Notice on the Approval and Release of the Request of the National 
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Construction Commission and Other Government Departments for the Protection of Historically and 

Culturally Famous Cities in China and the Notice on the Approval and Release of the Request of the Ministry 

of Urban-rural Development and Environmental Protection and Other Government Departments for the 

Review of the First National List of Major Scenic Spots in China. The State Council also published the First 

List of Historically and Culturally Famous Cities in China in addition to the First National List of Major 

Scenic Spots in China. Thus, the scope of Chinaôs heritage conservation was expanded to include, not only 

single structures, but groups of buildings as well as historic cities, villages, and towns. Furthermore, not only 

heritage sites themselves but their settings, and not only historical relics and monuments but cultural 

landscapes were included in heritage conservation. In this way, China developed a relatively comprehensive 

conservation philosophy.  

(2) National discussion on heritage conservation 

China built many new buildings during this period, and their damage to heritage sites drew more public 

attention than ever.
40

 Within the Chinese conservation community, opinions were divided over what ñoriginal 

conditionò meant, how principles for conservation should be implemented, and other issues. These 

controversies sparked a national discussion on conservation principles. The discussion went on for almost ten 

years before the State Council proposed a set of guidelines for heritage conservation in 1992: to focus on 

conservation, to give priority to ñrescue protection,ò to appropriately using heritage sites, and to enhance 

management. The guidelines ended the debate and were codified into the revised Law on Protection of 

Cultural Relics in 2002. 

(3) Involvement in international cooperation 

After China started to implement its reform and opening up policy in 1979, it became increasingly involved 

in international collaboration. Some milestones during this period include Chinaôs ratification of the World 

Heritage Convention in 1985 and the inscription of the first six Chinese sites on the World Heritage List in 

1987. China collaborated with the Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) on conservation projects for the 

Yungang Grottoes and the Mogao Grottoes (started in 1989), and China collaborated with the GCI and the 

Australian Heritage Commission to develop the China Principles (started in 1998). International cooperation 

paved the way for the convergence of conservation philosophies inside and outside of China. 

(4) Development of the first edition of the China Principles 

The China Principles was the first set of systematic guidelines of heritage conservation principles. It not only 

settled some long-standing controversies, such as the meaning of ñoriginal condition,ò but introduced the 

concept of conservation procedure. According to the China Principles, scientific procedures should be 

followed to ensure the comprehensive protection of heritage values. The release of the China Principles 

marked the convergence of conservation philosophies inside and outside of China. 

                                                      

40 The State Council issued the Notice on the Approval and Release of the Request of the State Bureau of Cultural Relics and the 

National Basic Construction Committee for Enhancing the Protection and Management of Historical Buildings, Cultural Relics, and 

Monuments in 1980. The document discusses the damage inflicted by the new buildings built after the Cultural Revolution on heritage 

sites and criticizes the replacement of traditional structures with new ones and the tendency of excessive construction. 
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2.5 From 2000 to the Present  

During this period, Chinaôs conservation efforts have six major characteristics: the emergence of new 

categories of heritage sites, progress in World Heritage protection, more active involvement in international 

cooperation, more emphasis on cultural tradition, benefit sharing and public interest, efforts to tackle tourism 

challenges, and the revision of the China Principles. 

(1) Identification of new categories of heritage sites 

In order to address the issue of protecting new categories of cultural heritage, the State Administration of 

Cultural Heritage (SACH) and ICOMOS China have been working with the Wuxi Municipal Government to 

hold the annual Wuxi Forum since 2006. Every year, experts and scholars, from China and abroad, are invited 

to discuss the conservation and management of new categories of cultural heritage. So far, seven types of 

cultural heritage have been discussed: industrial heritage, vernacular heritage, 20
th
 century heritage, cultural 

routes, cultural landscapes, historic canals, and World Heritage Sites. A document entitled the Wuxi Initiative 

or the Wuxi Declaration is implemented at every Wuxi Forum to provide guidance for the conservation of 

new types of cultural heritage. 

(2) Progress in World Heritage protection 

The 38
th
 session of the World Heritage Committee just ended, and 28 years have passed since the first 

Chinese sites were inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1987. Now China has 33 cultural World Heritage 

Sites, 10 natural ones, and 4 mixed ones. There are also 47 heritage sites on Chinaôs Tentative List.
41

 

Moreover, the nomination of mega-sites, such as the Grand Canal and the Silk Road, the updating of the 

Tentative List, the completion of the second cycle of the Periodic Reporting exercise, the preparation of 

retrospective Statements of Outstanding Universal Value, and ICOMOS Chinaôs various training programs on 

World Heritage Sites have raised the Chinese peopleôs awareness of the concept, conservation, and 

management of World Heritage Sites. In addition to all of this, the protection of other types of sites in China 

was shaped. 

(3) More active involvement in international cooperation 

China has hosted the 28
th
 session of the World Heritage Committee (2004), the 15

th
 General Assembly of 

ICOMOS (2005), the International Seminar on Conservation of Painted Surfaces on Wooden Structures in 

East Asia (2008), and ICOMOS Advisory Committee and Scientific Council meetings (2012). ICOMOS 

China has organized international seminars with the central government and local governments. Seminars 

have included Land and Water: Perception of the Beauty of Landscapes, the Forum on Royal Gardens and 

Urban Development, and the Seminar on the Conservation and Management of Serial Heritage. Members of 

ICOMOS China also hold ICOMOS and ICCROM positions and participate in World Heritage Sites 

consultation as experts for written evaluations. Additionally, they participate in field visits as members of the 

World Heritage working group of ICOMOS. China received international acclaim when it assisted Cambodia 

and Mongolia with the Angkor Wat and Bogda Khan Palace projects, respectively. 

                                                      

41 whc.unesco.org/list. Retrieved on August 27, 2014. 
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(4) More emphasis on cultural traditions, benefit sharing, and public interest 

In April 2013, the SACH decided that the theme for that yearôs Wuxi Forum would be ñConservation and Use 

of Cultural Heritage ï Balance in Development.ò It was an unusual decision due to each of the previous Wuxi 

Forums focusing on a particular new type of heritage and mainly discussed conservation. The 2013 Wuxi 

Forum discussed appropriate use of cultural heritage and made it a driving force for social development. In 

June 2013, distinguished scholars from Hong Kong, Macau, Taiwan, and mainland China attended the 

Seminar on the Reuse of Architectural Heritage in Mainland China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Macau, which 

was organized by the SACH and local cultural heritage authorities in those three regions. They discussed 

theories and practices for revitalizing or reusing architectural history. Moreover, the conservation of cultural 

traditions as well as the public benefits of conservation were important forum topics regarding heritage parks 

and many were related academic seminars. In 2013, the central government issued a directive prohibiting the 

establishment of private clubs at heritage sites and parks and opened such spaces to the public in order to 

preserve heritage sites for the public.
42

 

(5) Efforts to tackle tourism challenges  

According to the China National Tourism Administration (CNTA), 2.957 billion Chinese people travelled 

within China during 2012, which generated 2.27 trillion Yuan in revenue. In the same year, 132 million 

foreign tourists visited China, and that brought about a US$48.5 billion increase in Chinaôs foreign exchange 

income. It was predicted that 3.25 billion Chinese people would travel within China in 2013 and domestic 

tourism revenue would rise to 2.55 trillion Yuan accordingly. It was also estimated that tourism would 

account for more than 4% of Chinaôs GDP and create 76 million jobs directly or indirectly related to 

tourism.
43

 

In order to address the challenges created by the rapidly growing tourism industry to heritage conservation, 

the State Council released the Opinions on Improving the Conservation of Cultural Relics in Tourism and 

Other Development and Construction Activities in 2012, and the SACH and the CNTA jointly issued the 

Notice on the Implementation of the Opinions on Improving the Conservation of Cultural Relics in Tourism 

and Other Development and Construction Activities in February 2013. In May 2013, the Dunhuang Research 

Academy, the Getty Conservation Institute (GCI), and ICOMOS China co-organized the International Seminar 

on Visitor Carrying Capacity Research and Tourism Management of Chinaôs World Heritage Sites to discuss 

the purpose of visitor carrying capacity and management of visitors at heritage sites. On October 1, 2013, the 

Tourism Law of the Peopleôs Republic of China came into force. Article 45 of the law says, ñIt [a scenic spot] 

shall make public its maximum capacity as approved by the tourism authority, develop and implement a 

tourist flow control plan, and control the number of tourists in ways such as ticket reservation.ò It was 

perhaps the first law in the world to codify rules on the visitor carrying capacity of heritage sites.  

(6) Revision of the China Principles 

The revision of the China Principles started in 2009. It was the continuation of Chinaôs previous 

                                                      

42 Ministry of Housing and Urban-rural Development 2013. 

43 http://www.cnta.gov.cn/html/rjy/index.html. Retrieved on May 31, 2014. 
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collaboration with the GCI. Yet the project was mainly led by Chinese experts and based on Chinaôs own 

conservation experience. After five years of discussion and consultation, experts decided to add new heritage 

categories into the China Principles:  the conservation of cultural and social values, the principles of 

authenticity and integrity, and a chapter on appropriate use. The revised China Principles can help to resolve 

most of the problems related to Chinaôs current conservation efforts, and it has placed China at the forefront 

of international conservation philosophies. 

2.6 Summary  

The development of Chinaôs conservation philosophies has followed the same trajectory as that in other 

countries: from the preservation and maintenance of functions, to the protection of forms and materials, and 

to the conservation of values. 

3. Conclusion  

1. Despite the similar trajectory, China has undergone a process that differs from other countries, in terms of 

conservation philosophies. 

China lagged behind other countries in terms of conservation philosophies before the imperial Chinese 

society collapsed in 1912. The 1930s, saw the initial inception of foreign conservation philosophies into 

China, but, because of war, effective conservation was not carried out. After the PRC was founded in 1949, 

the guiding principle in Chinaôs conservation work was to preserve the original condition of heritage sites, but 

some conservation concepts were ahead of their time in China. Specifically, the concept of cultural landscape, 

the determination of the ñlower boundò of the conservation time frame, the development of conservation 

plans for officially protected sites, the mechanism of multi-department conservation, and the practice of 

involving the public in conservation. Between the late 1960s and the 1970s, the Cultural Revolution 

suspended Chinaôs conservation efforts. However, the 1980s witnessed China start to pull alongside the rest 

of the world. The 2000s saw the convergence of conservation philosophies inside and outside of China. 

Currently, with the release of the revised China Principles, China has moved to the forefront of international 

conservation philosophies. 

2. Conservation philosophies are determined by the understanding of heritage values. 

The history of conservation philosophies in China and other countries shows that they are always related to 

peopleôs understanding of heritage values. A debate over conservation philosophies essentially involves 

prioritizing the many values of heritage sites. Therefore, conservation philosophies are determined by the 

understanding of heritage value. 

3. The evolution of conservation philosophies inside and outside of China has gone through the following 

stages: 

In terms of conservation methodology, heritage conservation first focused on function, then on form and 

material, and finally on value. In terms of conservation participants, heritage conservation used to rely on 

royal families and social elites but later saw more public participation. Meanwhile, conservation concepts 

have also evolved: static conservation was gradually replaced by dynamic conservation, i.e. the management 

of change, and then by the sustainable use of heritage sites. Moreover, it was heritage sites themselves that 
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were initially protected, but the scope of conservation was later enlarged to include the protection of their 

settings and even intangible heritage such as traditional cultures. 
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ABSTRACT 

In 2014, the 14th anniversary of the "China Principles" as well as the 50th anniversary of the 

Venice Charter or the 20th anniversary of the Nara Document on Authenticity are important 

opportunities to measure progress in the field of cultural heritage conservation. Often the measure 

of that progress is expressed in terms of ideas and concepts, and how the original texts, many of 

which came out of European discussions amongst archaeologists, architects and art historians, 

have broadened to connect with other disciplines and cultural contexts. This describe a much 

richer landscape of intellectual references to support the conservation of cultural heritage sites, 

structures or areas like cities or landscapes.   

Yet, in 2014, that effervescence, enhanced in many places by a consultancy market to produce 

guidelines locally, nationally or thematically, is an opportunity to reflect on the nature of coming 

needs, in particular in the context of a new understanding of what heritage and its conservation 

are about. The purpose and players in international cooperation are changing. So is the conceptual 

basis which shifted from a vision of conservation as a cultural and scientific praxis towards a 

more abstract concept of "management". Also, the conservation ecosystem transforms to include 

economic players as well as communities in a renewed vision of heritage as part of development. 

This calls for a reflection on what fundamentally defines - and unifies - the field of conservation. 

Taking a prospective view based on local, national and international experiences in Montrªal, in 

Canada and through ICOMOS, this paper will examine the relevance, risks and need for 

reinventing charters, principles and other guiding documents in the current age of 

communications and rapid transformation of the physical, social and cultural landscape of the 

human habitat. 

 

 



International Principles and Local Practice of Cultural Heritage Conservation 

 63 

Introduction  

National and international policy and practice on heritage has changed through time and will continue to 

change in the future. Such change reflects changing perceptions of heritage within society as well as among 

heritage professionals.  It also reflects wider concerns and preoccupations within society and among 

decision makers.  In Europe, for example, since 2007 there has been great preoccupation with the need for 

sustainable economic growth which has on occasion had an impact on conservation practice and on the 

services which oversee it. 

As the world has become more globalised, national policy and practice on heritage has increasingly reflected 

what is being done in other parts of the world by other nations, sometimes mediated through formal 

government and non-government organisations, and sometimes through less formal channels.  The Nara 

Document on Authenticity is an example of the former approach.  It was developed internationally and has 

been formally endorsed by the UNESCO World Heritage Committee and incorporated into the Operational 

Guidelines for the World Heritage Convention (UNESCO 2013, Annex 4).  The very influential Burra 

Charter on the other hand was written to deal with specific issues of heritage management in Australia 

(ICOMOS Australia 2013).  Knowledge of it, and its consequent influence in many countries, has spread 

largely through professional networks and informal connections, and even through the movement of 

particular professionals from one part of the world to another. 

Whatever policies and practices are adopted nationally for the management of the historic environment also 

reflect general philosophies of government, legislation and administration in each country.  International 

practice and advice will be adopted, if at all, through a lens of how that country, generally, runs things.  It is 

possible, too, that some conservation approaches work best within certain types of legal system.  This is 

perhaps demonstrated by the Getty Conservation Institute case studies on values-led management in practice 

(Getty 2005).  The four countries selected for the case studies (Australia, Canada, United Kingdom, United 

States) all have a common-law tradition deriving from English practice and this could be argued not to be a 

coincidence.  Certainly the way in which conservation philosophy is implemented in each country will 

follow the normal administrative patterns of the state concerned.  Examples of this are the devolved systems 

in many federal countries or the very directive approaches prior to 1990 in the countries of Eastern Europe. 

Alongside this contextual situation it is important to remember that over time there have been general 

changes in the perception of what constitutes heritage.  Two major trends can be seen over the last 50 to 100 

years.   

Firstly, recognition of what constitutes heritage has broadened and deepened.  100 years ago, or even 50 

years ago, industrial heritage was not considered to be heritage, let alone significant.  The same could be 

said about vernacular architecture and current interest in it represents a move away from preoccupation with 

the heritage of the elite, religion and of fortification, towards recognition of the heritage of the common man.   

Another linked example is the growing recognition over the last two hundred years of the need to 

memorialise all those who died in wars, not just the generals.  Two hundred years, the dead from the Battle 

of Waterloo ended up as fertiliser and a source of false teeth for the living.  By one hundred years ago, it was 

recognised that all the dead should be commemorated and a notable feature of the battlefields of World War I 

is the careful commemoration of all dead of all nationalities, whether combatant or auxiliary (Fig. 1).  Such 

memorialisation is now common practice. 
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The second major trend is one of scale.  In most systems, conservation began with individual buildings or 

archaeological sites.  There has been a general recognition that perceptions need to be much wider and that 

individual heritage places need to be seen within their wider context and that those wider areas themselves 

can have significance as landscapes or townscapes.  One of the major developments of the last 20 years has 

been the recognition of landscape as heritage in its own right.  Landscapes can be rural and picturesque.  

They can also be industrial and anything but picturesque. 

Together these two trends mean that almost anything can be heritage of one sort or another.  This brings the 

heritage manager into much more contact with the needs and concerns of society as a whole since much 

which is now regarded as heritage remains in every-day use.  Many more decisions have to be made about 

what is so important that it has to be preserved and what can be adapted for new uses or even replaced 

altogether.  Heritage in this way becomes part of everyday existence.  Heritage management becomes a 

matter of choices between alternatives and of the handling of change. 

These factors are now broadly applicable across most of the world and will affect the way in which heritage 

is managed in individual countries over and beyond any specific obligations through adherence to 

international conventions or other agreements.  Examining how this has happened in particular countries can 

reflect insights back into the international scene and trends in conservation.   

This paper examines the development of heritage management in one country and looks at the interaction 

between national and international practice.  That country is England rather than the United Kingdom 

because each of the four parts has its own system.  These are very similar to each other, but this paper 

focuses specifically on development of heritage protection in England. 

Heritage Pro tection in England  

Broadly there are two approaches to conservation in England.  The first is the designation of specific assets 

with the consequent need to get consent for works to the asset before carrying them out.  The second is 

through the general spatial planning system which allows local authorities, responsible for the development 

of spatial plans to set out policies for the protection of the historic environment, whether designated or not.  

The two approaches overlap since many of the consent systems are operated through the spatial planning 

system.  In addition to these systems which are primarily about regulation, there are a number of sources of 

funding which are discussed further below. 

Players 

Two government departments are primarily involved with the management of heritage.  The Department for 

Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) has responsibility for heritage and funds and sponsors English Heritage.  

DCMS is responsible for designation of most heritage assets and for some consents.  The Department for 

Communities and Local Government (CLG) is responsible for spatial planning and sets overall policies in 

this area.  Other government departments can also be involved as owners of heritage assets.  The Ministry 

of Defence, for example, owns a large numbers of historic buildings while their training areas include large 

numbers of archaeological sites.   

The Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) controls funds from the European Union 
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Common Agricultural Policy which can be used for agri-environmental schemes which can include the 

protection of archaeological sites in rural areas.  DEFRA is also responsible for natural designations such as 

National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty which have cultural heritage aspects (see further 

below).  Its advisor on natural heritage and the countryside is Natural England, a body similar in its official 

status to English Heritage.  Natural England and English Heritage work closely together. 

The governmentôs principal advisor on the historic environment is the Historic Buildings and Monuments 

Commission, commonly known as English Heritage. It is what is known as a non-departmental public body, 

established by the 1983 National Heritage Act.  Run by a body of Commissioners headed by a Chairman, it 

is not part of a government ministry.  This gives it a degree of independence and it was created in 1984 to 

provide an independent voice to give official advice on the historic environment.  It provides advice to 

national and local government as well as to private owners of historic places.  It can provide limited 

financial assistance in some cases (currently £21 million annually), and carries out a range of research 

functions.  It also manages more than 400 historic properties ranging from prehistoric standing stones 

through to a 20
th
 century nuclear bunker.  Much of its funding comes from government but it also retains the 

surplus from the operation of its properties. 

English Heritage was initially formed out of the Directorate of Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings, 

itself the amalgamation of parts of two government ministries, one of which, the Ministry (formerly Office) 

of Works had managed the governmentôs historic buildings for centuries as part of the government estate 

(Thurley 1913).  Since 1984 it has been merged with the Royal Commission of Historical Monuments for 

England which primarily carried out research and record functions, and also the Historic Buildings Division 

of the former Greater London Council.  English Heritage therefore has a wide and varied range of functions.  

It is to be divided in 2015 into two bodies.  One, a charity retaining the name English Heritage, will be 

responsible for managing the more-than-400 properties in its care under license from the Historic Buildings 

and Monuments Commission.  The second, the remaining part of the Commission, working under the name 

of Historic England, will retain the advisory and grant-aid functions. 

The final major official heritage body is the Heritage Lottery Fund which distributes funds raised through the 

UK National Lottery.  The proceeds of the National Lottery, once prizes, administrative costs and 

government taxation have been taken into account, are divided between five good causes, one of which is 

heritage.  A non-departmental body set up by Act of Parliament in 1994, the Heritage Lottery Fundôs income 

in 2013/14 was over £300 million, most of which was distributed as grant aid to support various forms of 

heritage, cultural and natural.   

Public opinion surveys show consistently high levels of interest in heritage from the English public at large.  

The UK has a vibrant culture of voluntary participation in heritage activities with many NGOôs of various 

sizes and roles.  The umbrella body for them is the Heritage Alliance, established in 2002.  Its principal 

roles are advocacy and the influencing of decision makers inside government and the private sector.  The 

biggest NGO involved with conservation is the National Trust, a charity with 3.7 million members, which 

owns more than 350 historic buildings, gardens and ancient monuments along with large areas of countryside 

to ensure their conservation.   

As must be clear from the above account of the principal players involved in the protection of heritage, the 

system has evolved through time rather than been designed and introduced as a deliberate action at one time.  

To some extent it reflects the policies and objectives of successive governments over many decades, such as, 
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for example, the desire to reduce the number of civil servants by placing activities previously carried out by 

government outside government departments, and the perennial need to reduce government expenditure and 

to find other sources of income to support the conservation of heritage.  The system of heritage protection 

administered and delivered by these bodies is also one that has developed over time through accretion and 

evolution. 

Designation  

Designation of heritage places to ensure their protection was introduced by the 1882 Ancient Monuments Act 

to which was attached a schedule of archaeological sites to be protected by the Act.  The Act covered only 

prehistoric archaeological sites.  Owners of a scheduled monument had to give notice to the Office of Works 

if they intended to carry out works to it.  They could also, if they wished and if the government agreed, place 

scheduled monuments in the care of the state, either by outright gift or by making the government the 

guardian of the site.  Guardianship preserved the Victorian shibboleth of private ownership while 

transferring actual control and responsibility for management to the government.  A substantial proportion 

of the properties now managed by English Heritage on behalf of the government are in guardianship rather 

than owned outright by the state (Fig.2). 

That original Act has been supplemented and amended several times to reach the current state of protection 

available for designated archaeological sites.  Gradually the concept of ancient monuments has been 

extended from those of prehistory to any archaeological site up to the present day, including industrial 

heritage (Fig. 3).  The 1913 Ancient Monuments Act introduced compulsory preservation orders through 

which the government could prevent inappropriate works of which it had been give notice.  This was at the 

cost of compensation to the owner.  The Act also made it easier for the Office of Works (then the responsible 

government department) to take ancient monuments into care. 

The 1931 Ancient Monuments Act introduced the first area protection scheme.  This was a response to the 

threat to quarry stone close to Hadrianôs Wall (Fig.4).  The Hadrianôs Wall and Vallum Protection Scheme 

was finally completed in 1943 and protected not just the scheduled ancient monument but also its setting, 

giving a degree of control over developments close to the designated site (Leach, Whitworth 1911, 18 ï 60 

passim and Appendices 1 and 2).  However, this was the only protection scheme ever introduced, 

presumably because of the complexity and cost of the process ï it had been necessary to compensate the 

owner of the potential quarry for the loss of his commercial opportunity.  Preservation orders, while more 

common, were also used sparingly, principally on cost grounds. 

Until the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act became law, therefore, the principal power 

available for the protection of scheduled ancient monuments was the need for the owner of one to give three 

months notice of intention to carry out works.  The only responses available to the Ministry of Works (from 

1970 the Department of the Environment) was to negotiate with the owner not to carry out or to modify the 

works, or, in extreme cases, to impose a preservation order or even to take the monument compulsorily into 

state guardianship, which again required compensation of the owner.  This was not a satisfactory position, 

and the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act introduced for the first time a consent 

procedure.  Since then, the owner of an ancient monument has to apply to the Secretary of State for Culture, 

Media and Sport for scheduled monument consent to carry out works.  The minister then decides whether or 

not to grant consent, which can be done conditionally, having sought the advice of English Heritage.  This 
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brought ancient monuments into line with the system already applied to historic buildings, and placed their 

protection on a more satisfactory footing.   

There are now about 20,000 scheduled ancient monuments in England.  During 2012/13 (the last full year 

for which figures have been published) 987 decisions on scheduled monument consent applications were 

made.  In most cases, consent was granted, often with attached conditions (English Heritage 2014, 30-33).  

Scheduling by law can only be applied to sites or buildings which are not occupied.  Monuments are 

scheduled by the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport and the preparatory work for scheduling is 

carried out by English Heritage, who take the lead in this process. 

Protection for buildings in use was only introduced when the concept of listed buildings was included in the 

Town and Country Planning Acts of 1944 and 1947.  Listing can be applied to all buildings more than thirty 

years old if they are of sufficient architectural or historical interest.  There are now just over 374,000 entries 

on the list of historic buildings in three grades, I, II* and II.  These represent more than that number of 

buildings since some list entries cover more than one structure.  Grade I buildings are of exceptional interest, 

sometimes considered to be internationally important; only 2.5% of listed buildings are Grade I.  Grade II* 

buildings are particularly important buildings of more than special interest; 5.5% of listed buildings are Grade 

II*.  Grade II buildings are nationally important and of special interest; 92% of all listed buildings are in this 

class and it is the most likely grade of listing for a home owner.  It is also possible for local authorities to 

develop local lists of buildings of local significance. 

Buildings and structures proposed for listing are assessed to define their significance with the greatest care.  

Many old buildings and indeed recent buildings are interesting, but listing identifies only those which are of 

national 'special interest'.  All buildings built before 1700 which survive in anything like their original 

condition are listed, as are most of those built between 1700 and 1840.  The criteria become tighter with 

time, so that buildings built within the last 30 years have to be exceptionally important to be listed, and under 

threat too.  A building has to be over 10 years old to be eligible for listing.   

The two criteria for judging national óspecial interestô are architectural interest and historic interest.  

Buildings of architectural interest are nationally important for the interest of their architectural design, 

decoration and craftsmanship; the definition also includes important examples of particular building types 

and techniques.  Historic interest includes buildings which illustrate important aspects of the nation's social, 

economic, cultural or military history or have close historical association with nationally important people or 

events.  Group value, especially where buildings are part of an important architectural or historic group or 

are a fine example of planning (such as squares, terraces and model villages) can also be a criterion for listing.  

English Heritage examines each proposal for listing and makes a recommendation to the Secretary of State 

for Culture, Media and Sport who actually makes the decision.  DCMS have published Principles of 

Selection for Listing Buildings (DCMS 2010). 

While the Secretary of State makes decisions on adding buildings to the List, he does not decide whether or 

not consent should be granted for alterations.  That is the role of the local authorities.  An owner wishing to 

make changes has to apply to his local authority for consent to carry out the work.  If a national decision is 

necessary, that is taken by the Department for Communities and Local Government, which is responsible 

generally for spatial planning, not by DCMS. 

Both scheduling and listing deal with individual or groups of buildings or archaeological sites.  The 

importance of landscape and areas as historic environment came later in 1967 with the Civic Amenities Act 

http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/p-t/principles-of-selection-for-listing-buildings-2010.pdf
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/p-t/principles-of-selection-for-listing-buildings-2010.pdf
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/content/imported-docs/p-t/principles-of-selection-for-listing-buildings-2010.pdf
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which created the concept of Conservation Areas.  The importance of landscape with regard to heritage had 

in fact been recognised earlier in the development of National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

from 1951 following the passing of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act in 1949.  While 

this is essentially legislation to protect natural heritage and natural beauty, UK National Parks are not like 

those of the USA.  They all have populations, sometimes including towns, most land in them is privately 

owned, and they are used for various forms of agriculture, notably pastoralism.  From the outset, therefore, 

there was recognition of their role in protecting the cultural heritage which gives them a large part of their 

character. 

Conservation Areas added an area-based designation specifically related to cultural heritage.  Introduced in 

response to public pressure for the protection of historic parts of towns and villages, they are designated for 

their historic and architectural interest.  Owners and occupiers in Conservation Areas will need consent from 

their local authority to carry out certain changes and alterations to their property.  There are now over 9,000 

Conservation Areas in England. 

Two further designations were introduced by English Heritage.  These are non-statutory in that they are not 

backed by statute but planning authorities must have regard to them in deciding on planning applications and 

in developing spatial plans.  The first is the Register of Parks and Gardens.  Introduced in 1983, English 

Heritage places on the Register historic parks and gardens ranging from great parklands through to small 

gardens and London squares (Fig.5).  There are now over 1600 entries on the Register which are graded at I, 

II* and II (English Heritage 2010).  There is a similar register for battlefields which now has 43 entries.  

Again this is not a statutory designation but one that has to be taken into account by local authorities in 

making planning decisions. 

Finally, England has, in whole or in part, 18 of the UKôs 28 World Heritage properties.  These are obviously 

inscribed by the UNESCO World Heritage Committee.  They are recognised as designations of the highest 

importance and protected under the various systems outlined above.  Relevant policies in their Management 

Plans have to be taken into account by local authorities in making spatial plans and taking decisions on 

planning applications. 

Spatial Planning  

For many years the key spatial planning document has been the Local Plan or its equivalent (the terminology 

used has changed frequently).  As now structured, each local authority has to produce a spatial plan for its 

area.  This sets out policies for development and allocates areas of land for different purposes.  Once 

agreed, the plan should guide the local authority in how it makes decisions on planning applications for 

specific developments.  The vast majority of planning decisions are taken locally.  There is a special 

procedure managed by the government for major infrastructure projects when the decision is eventually taken 

by the Minister.  There are also processes by which the Department for Communities and Local Government 

can ócall inô contentious cases for the Secretary of Stateôs decision following a Public Inquiry held by the 

Planning Inspectorate.  Disappointed applicants can also appeal against a local authority refusal of a 

planning application which leads to a public inquiry by a Planning Inspector who will either make the 

decision or make a recommendation to the Secretary of State for him to take the decision. 

All Local Plans should contain policies for the protection and sustainable use of the historic environment.  
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These should cover not just designated assets but also other assets such as non-scheduled archaeological sites.  

All local authorities and developers should also have access to a local Historic Environment Record (HER) 

which provides the basic information necessary for decision-taking and the development of policy.  Local 

authorities should also have access to specialist conservation staff and archaeologists, either on their own 

staff or provided in other ways, to advise them on heritage issues.  Consents can be issued with conditions 

which require particular things to be done.  For development sites with archaeological potential, the 

developer can be required to have carried out, and pay for, appropriate investigations as agreed with the local 

authority archaeologist. 

Overall, the designation and spatial planning systems are complex because they have developed over time 

through a process of accretion and amendment.  Attempts to reform the heritage protection system have so 

far failed because no government in the last 20 years has been prepared to give sufficient parliamentary time 

for the necessary legislation. 

Guidance  

The systems described above provide the basic structure for effective spatial planning and the protection of 

the historic environment.  A sense of direction is provided by government guidance, and, for heritage, also 

by English Heritage.  Over the years governments have issued large quantities of guidance documents.  

The current UK government decided in 2010 that the sheer quantity of guidance was confusing and 

off-putting to those who had to use it.  They have therefore rationalised several thousand pages of guidance 

into two much shorter documents, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (CLG 2012), and 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (CLG 2014).   

The NPPF sets out policies while the PPG gives more practical advice on how to implement them in practice.  

The focus of the policy is the furtherance and support of sustainable development.  In line with the Rio 

Declaration, sustainable development is defined as having three roles ï economic, social and environmental.  

The last should contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment. 

The National Planning Policy Framework summarises previous guidance on the historic environment with an 

increased emphasis on the need to protect significance.  Local authorities are advised to include a positive 

strategy for the historic environment in their Local Plans, recognising that heritage assets are an irreplaceable 

resource and aiming to conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance (para 126).   

Assessment of significance of a heritage asset is seen as a key element in coming to a decision on whether or 

not to permit a development.  When considering the impact of a proposed development on the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the assetôs conservation. The 

more important the asset, the greater the weight should be (para 130).  Substantial harm to heritage 

assets of the highest significance, including World Heritage properties, should be wholly exceptional.  

In such cases, consent should be refused unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is 

necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss (para 133).  Where a 

development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 

asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 

optimum viable use (para 134).  The Planning Practice Guidance contains more practical advice.  

Generally, the Guidance continues the emphasis on the need to manage the historic environment within the 
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planning system to protect significance. 

 

English Heritageôs basic approach to conservation of the historic environment is outlined in English 

Heritageôs Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the sustainable management of the historic 

environment (English Heritage 2008).  This was developed primarily as guidance for English Heritageôs own 

staff and to make clear to those with whom English Heritage works the principles on which its advice was 

based.   

Central to the document is an emphasis on the management of the historic environment in general to protect 

significance.  Conservation Principles set out six principles for the sustainable management of the historic 

environment, as a self-contained text under six headlines: 

1) The historic environment is a shared resource 

2) Everyone should be able to participate in sustaining the historic environment 

3) Understanding the significance of places is vital 

4) Significant places should be managed to sustain their values 

5) Decisions about change must be reasonable, transparent and consistent 

6) Recording and learning from decisions is essential 

 

Key to this approach is the definition and understanding of the significance of historic places, and using that 

significance as the basis for their management.  Conservation is defined as the process of managing change 

to a significant place in its setting in ways that will best sustain its heritage values, while recognising 

opportunities to reveal or reinforce those values for present and future generations.   

Conservation Principles advise that assessment of significance should be based on the evaluation of four 

groups of heritage values: 

¶ Evidential value: the potential of a place to yield evidence about past human activity.  

¶ Historical value: the ways in which past people, events and aspects of life can be connected through a 

place to the present - it tends to be illustrative or associative. 

¶ Aesthetic value: the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual stimulation from a place.  

¶ Communal value: the meanings of a place for the people who relate to it, and for whom it figures in 

their collective experience or memory. 

This focus on the identification and protection of significance fits well with current approaches to the 

identification and protection of the Outstanding Universal Value of World Heritage properties. 

Both national and international guidance note the need to protect historic places within their setting.  This is 

defined in English Heritageôs The Setting of Heritage Assets (English Heritage 2011) and in the NPPF as the 

surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced.  Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset 

and its surroundings evolve.  Setting is a well-established concept in the UK planning system.  Essentially, 
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the English Heritage guidance elaborates and enlarges on existing government statements.   

Finally Conservation Principles provided guidance on English Heritageôs approach to specific issues which 

are frequently the subject of discussion: 

1) Routine management and maintenance 

2) Periodic renewal 

3) Repair 

4) Intervention to increase knowledge of the past 

5) Restoration 

6) New work and alteration 

7) Integrating conservation with other public interests 

8) Enabling development 

 

English Heritage now plans it work through the National Heritage Protection Plan (NHPP) which provides a 

common framework to focus resources on the conservation of those aspects of the historic environment most 

cared for by English people and, within that, those areas which are most at risk (English Heritage 2013).  

The first Plan runs from 2011 to 2015 and work is now in hand with the heritage sector to develop the next 

plan for 2015 and 2020.  It is hope that each body active in the sector will plan its activities within the 

overall objectives of successive Plans.  At the heart of the Plan is a clear set of priorities about what matters 

and what is in danger of being lost. These were identified following a widespread public consultation, which 

is repeated every year to ensure the Plan remains up-to-date and relevant to changing circumstances.  

English Heritage has developed its own Action Plan within the NHPP Framework.  The Plan seeks to ensure 

that Englandôs historic environment:   

¶ is not needlessly at risk of damage, erosion or loss;  

¶ is experienced, understood and enjoyed by local communities;  

¶ contributes to sustainable and distinctive places to live and work;  

¶ helps deliver positive and sustainable economic growth. 

Assistance to owners of heritage places/ heritage at risk  

A persistent problem within the heritage sector in England is the lack of resources for carrying out work.  

This applies particularly to buildings or archaeological sites which do not have a beneficial use or where the 

beneficial use does not generate sufficient income to support necessary capital investment in repairs and/or 

sustainable alteration to maintain a building in use.  English Heritageôs ability to provide grant aid has 

dwindled over the years.  It is now focused very much on buildings and archaeological sites on the Heritage 

at Risk Register.  This is published annually and identifies archaeological sites and buildings which are at 

risk of damage or destruction, generally through neglect.  The Register covers all categories of designation 
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and is focused on raising awareness of these places and finding solutions to their problems.  The number of 

historic buildings on the Register is currently at its lowest since 1999 (English Heritage 2014, 31-2). 

Reducing the number of entries on the Register is one of English Heritageôs key objectives and the main 

target of its grant aid to owners.  In 2013/14 English Heritage made grants totalling around £18 million, £13 

million of which went to items on the Heritage at Risk Register.  Another major source of funding for the 

protection of archaeological sites in the countryside is the agri-environmental strand of the European Unionôs 

Common Agricultural Policy (see above, pxx).  This pays, for example, for taking archaeological sites out of 

cultivation and placing them in permanent pasture.  The biggest source of grant-aid is the Heritage Lottery 

Fund, as noted above, which provides in excess of £300 million annually for approved projects, mainly in the 

public and voluntary sector.   

The influence of international guidance and pr actice  

Having briefly described the heritage protection system in England and some of its key policy directions, it is 

now time to examine how far its development and present practice might have been influenced internationally 

and by what means.  There is probably little point in discussing types of legislation or means of governance 

since these will very much reflect national systems in any country.  The key area in which influence may 

have occurred is that of philosophy of conservation and consequent policy directions.  There are a number of 

ways in which this can happen.  A prerequisite for all of them is that heritage professionals and the relevant 

authorities have to be attuned to the idea that they can learn from experience of heritage management in other 

places.  In many countries, this has not always been the case. 

Assuming that there is some willingness to learn from international experience, there are various ways in 

which this can happen.  These include: 

1. Informal learning and information exchange among heritage professionals which leads to adoption of 

new practices by heritage agencies and others.  Many professionals will of course be employed by the 

heritage agencies so that to some extent this process can be internalised. 

2. formal study and adoption by heritage agencies and professionals of international guidance documents 

such as Charters. 

3. Participation in the development of international Conventions for the protection of cultural heritage, and 

adoption of Conventions that already exist 

Key policy areas in English approaches to conservation include recognition of the importance of areas as well 

as individual monuments as aspects of heritage, placing the identification and protection of significance at the 

heart of conservation practices, and the development of tools such as Conservation Management Plans and 

World Heritage Site Management Plans (an approach which could have application well outside properties on 

the World Heritage List) to enable this to happen.  This section of this paper examines the ways in which 

international influence has influenced English practice and also touches on ways in which English practice 

has influenced others. 

Formal adoption of international Charters has not figured strongly in UK practice.  There has for example 

never been any formal endorsement of the 1964 Venice Charter by any heritage agency.  The Charter and 

some others are reasonably well known but have not been adopted formally into official guidance. 
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A greater source of influence has been international legislation.  This includes some examples not primarily 

aimed at conservation.  A good example of this are regulations on Environmental Impact Assessment, which 

is mandatory for most major developments under a Directive of the European Union.  This Directive says 

that impact on cultural heritage is one aspect which has to be evaluated in an Environmental Impact 

Assessment and this has been carried through to UK guidance on this matter.  This has been a powerful and 

helpful tool.  However, it is worth noting that inclusion of cultural heritage in the Directive itself was in part 

due to lobbying by the UK and particularly by English Heritage.  This demonstrates that interaction between 

national and international practice is a two-way process.  Very few ideas spring fully fledged from 

international bodies.  Most are based on national experience somewhere. 

The Council of Europe (a different body to the European Union with many more members and many fewer 

powers and resources but with a direct responsibility for cultural matters including heritage) has since 1969 

agreed a series of conventions on the protection of cultural heritage.  These include: 

Table 1:   Council of Europe Conventions on Cultural Heritage  

1969 European Convention on the Protection of the 

Archaeological Heritage ï the London Convention 

Dealt mainly with archaeological 

excavations and the information they 

provide 

1985 European Convention on Offences relating to Cultural 

Property ï the Delphi Convention (NB this never came into force 

as it was not ratified by any states) 

Prevention of illicit trade in cultural 

property 

1985 European Convention for the Protection of the 

Architectural Heritage of Europe ï the Granada Convention 

 

Provides for the protection of 

architectural heritage, adoption of 

integrated conservation policies, 

consultation and cooperation  

1992 European Convention on the Protection of the 

Archaeological Heritage (revised) ï the Valletta Convention 

Provides for the protection of 

archaeological sites, regulation of 

excavations, integrated conservation and 

developer funding of excavation 

2000 European Landscape Convention ï the Florence 

Convention 

 

Provides for the integrated protection 

and management of all landscapes 

2005 Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of 

Cultural Heritage for Society ï the Faro Convention 

Asserts that the knowledge and use of 

heritage are part of human rights 

 

The UK has joined all of these Conventions except for the 1985 Delphi Convention which never came into 

force and the 2005 Faro Convention.  In many cases, UK experts were involved in the drafting of these 

treaties and they contain examples of UK practice.  The 1992 Valetta Convention, for example, says that 

developers should pay for archaeological work necessitated by their developments which carried into the 
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international dimension a practice already in force in the UK.  The Conventions have also influenced UK 

practice, particularly the Florence Convention on the protection of landscapes which has a formal UK action 

plan.  All these Conventions are very general in their provisions so detailed influence on English and UK 

practice is difficult to demonstrate. 

The UK has also joined various UNESCO Conventions on cultural heritage, notably the 1972 World Heritage 

Convention.  This is certainly the Convention which has had the most detailed impact on UK practice since 

it is one of the few international cultural heritage instruments which deals with the protection of specific 

places.  The implementation of the Convention is noted for its focus on Outstanding Universal Value, which 

is a powerful driver for values-led management.  It has also for some time had an emphasis on the use of 

management plans.  The UK was relatively early in this field and started to develop its first World Heritage 

Management Plan, for Hadrianôs Wall, in 1994, completing it in 1996 (Young 2014).  The only available 

guidance that could be found was the book by Bernard Fielden and Jukka Jokilehto Management Guidelines 

of World Cultural Heritage Sites (Feilden, Jokilehto 1992).  The draft went through two rounds of 

consultation before it was accepted by all stakeholders (Fig. 6).  Subsequently management plans have been 

developed and are regularly revised for all UK World Heritage properties.  Over the years, they have 

become closer to Conservation Management Plans but with more emphasis on implementation and regular 

review.  Some have been influential internationally. 

Some concepts from the World Heritage Convention have penetrated further into English conservation 

practice.  The Convention itself is an early and useful examples of a values-led approach to management.  

Conservation Principles (English Heritage 2008, para 27) notes that they refer to many of the presumptions 

of the Convention, particularly the call to give heritage a function in the life of the community.  The 

definition of authenticity in Conservation Principles is based on the Nara Declaration (para 91, and footnote 

11).  The permeability of the guidance to ideas such as these can be seen as the result of UK experience in 

implementation of the World Heritage Convention. 

A key influence on English conservation practice in the last 20 years has been the Burra Charter, originally 

developed in 1979 for guidance on the conservation primarily of built heritage in Australia and subsequently 

developed and revised through a series of iterations to cover all cultural heritage (ICOMOS Australia 2013 

for the latest revision).  Alongside this, and as a result of it, there has developed the concept of the 

Conservation or Conservation Management Plan.  Popularised originally through the publications of James 

Semple Kerr (eg Kerr 2000), Conservation Plans are now common practice in England.  The Burra Charter 

was developed originally for Australian circumstances but the principles which it sets out are ones which 

apply equally well elsewhere and which fit well with the general approaches to conservation in the UK. 

It is therefore not surprising that the Burra Charter should have resonance in the UK.  This would however 

apply equally to the principles of the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of 

Cultural Heritage Value (ICOMOS 2010), originally adopted in 1993, or to other similar documents.  The fact 

that the Australian document is the one that had the most influence reflects the extent to which UK 

professionals are aware of Australian practice and that some professionals have worked in both countries.  

Conservation Plans in particular were placed on the UK agenda first by a conference organised in 1999 by Kate 

Clark, then Head of Historic Environment Management at English Heritage (Clark 1999).  She subsequently 

moved to the Heritage Lottery Fund which developed guidance on the development of Conservation 

Management Plans and insists on their preparation for many grant applications. 
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Conclusion  

This survey has been brief and has only touched on certain aspects of conservation policy and guidance.  

Nonetheless it is clear that conservation practice in the UK in general and in England in particular has been 

influenced by international guidance and by practice in other countries.  This has been particularly the case in 

the development of a values-led approach based on assessment of significance and the management of heritage 

places to protect that significance. 

It is clear too that a mixture of mechanisms and attitudes has facilitated this.  The fact that the UK participated 

in the development of the drafting of the Council of Europe Conventions (and also of UNESCO Conventions) 

shows that at some levels there was an official interest in learning about, and influencing, developments in 

conservation outside the UK.  Once Conventions were ratified by the UK (and it has often been slow to do so), 

it is possible to trace the influence that they have had on conservation practice and particularly so in the case of 

the World Heritage Convention.  It is also possible to see, for example in the 1992 Valletta Convention (Table 

1), how UK practice has influenced international guidance. 

It is clear too that more informal processes, such as contacts between professionals and heritage agencies, and 

even the movement of particular professionals from one country to another, has had a clear influence on 

practice in England and the UK as a whole.  This is particularly so with the development of conservation 

planning.  While it is probable that the focus on values-led management would have developed in any case, the 

particular way in which it has done so owes much to this network of informal contacts.  More formal processes, 

such as the role of the national committees of international NGOôs seems to have been less influential, though 

most of those involved in the informal processes will have been members of such bodies.   

It should be noted also that influence and knowledge of the practice of others is greater for some parts of the 

world, such as Europe and the Pacific, than for others.  Less is known about practice in other continents despite 

the number of UK conservation experts who work all over the world.  A notable exception to this is the 

influence of the Nara Declaration on Authenticity, probably because it has been incorporated into guidance on 

the implementation of the World Heritage Convention. 

Finally, it can be recognised that many British professionals are aware of conservation practice outside their 

own country and are prepared to learn from them.  It is likely that in the future these exchanges of information 

and knowledge will continue and that practice in the UK will continue to develop in the light of international 

experience.  It is likely too that this will be a two-way process since many experts from overseas are keen to 

explore UK approaches to conservation.  The mechanisms for adoption of new practices into the UK are likely 

to continue as before, but possibly with more reliance on informal processes than on formal international 

agreements.  Hopefully, too, a positive consequence of increasing globalisation will be that the UK looks 

much more widely around the world for examples of best practice. 
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Fig. 1 Noyelles Sur Mer Chinese Cemetery, constructed by the Commonwealth War Graves Commission for the dead 

from the Chinese Labour Corps recruited by the British government during World War I (© Christopher Young) 

 

 

Fig. 2 Silbury Hill, Avebury, Wiltshire, said to be the largest man-made mound in Europe;  one of the prehistoric 

monuments included in the schedule of protected sites attached to the 1882 Ancient Monuments Act and subsequently 

placed in guardianship by its owner (© Christopher Young) 
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Fig. 3 The Iron Bridge in Ironbridge, Shropshire; scheduled ancient monument in the care of English Heritage.  This 

was the first cast iron bridge in the world, built in 1779 (© Christopher Young) 

 

Fig. 4 Hadrianôs Wall west of Housesteads; this area would have been quarried away to within three metres of the Wall if 

it had not been for the 1931 Ancient Monuments Act  (© Christopher Young) 



International Principles and Local Practice of Cultural Heritage Conservation 

 79 

 

Fig. 5 Studley Royal water Garden, on the Register of Parks and Gardens (© Christopher Young) 

 

Fig. 6 Successive drafts and the final version of the 1996 Hadrianôs Wall World Heritage Site Management Plan, the first 

one completed in the UK (© Christopher Young) 



International Principles and Local Practice of Cultural Heritage Conservation 

 80 

Global Inspiration + National Organization + Local Action = 

Conservation Ecosystem  

 

Notes on the Relevance and Use of Charters, Principles and other Conservation Guidance Documents from a 

Canadian experience 

 

Dinu Bumbaru, C.M. 

Policy Director ï Heritage Montreal 

ABSTRACT 

The definition of what forms cultural heritage develops through time.  Over the last century 

understanding of the values of heritage have changed and developed, including the recognition of 

totally new categories such as industrial heritage or cultural landscapes. At the same time the 

perception of the scale of heritage has developed from focusing principally on individual 

monuments which can be managed in isolation from their environment to a more holistic 

approach to the historic environment as a whole. 

Alongside this there have always been exchanges of practice between different national 

approaches and since the 1930ôs there has been an increasing amount of international guidance, 

beginning with the Athens Charter. This has been supplemented more recently by the 

development of international laws on conservation, develop principally by UNESCO but also 

regionally, for example, by the Council of Europe. 

The links between national and international conservation practice are complex and multi-faceted. 

Influences can pass in both directions. This paper will examine the ways in which values-led 

management has developed in England and how it has emerged from a very different 

monument-centred approach dating back to the late nineteenth century. 

 

In 1964, the adoption of the international charter for the restoration of monuments and sites - the Venice 

Charter ï continued a sequence of such doctrinal texts going back at least to the 19
th
 century and such 

landmark writings as those of Ruskin, Viollet-LeDuc or Riegl reflecting the questioning of the leading 

European nations facing rapid transformation of their physical and cultural landscape with the 

industrialisation. It also fits in the sequence of documents produced between the First and Second World Wars, 

namely the two Athens Charters ï one by heritage specialists and one by leading Modernist architects. Yet, 

the Venice Charter brought something new which is worth acknowledging in that it was elaborated in a 

context which benefitted from an international arrangement that included solid international organisations 

like UNESCO, ICCROM and ICOM. It also acknowledges its limitations and encourages adaptations in 

national or thematic context, an early indication of what we would today equate with sensitivity to cultural 
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and disciplinary diversity.  

The Venice Charter focuses on the treatment of «monuments and sites», a term which was then perceived as 

inclusive and is now perceived quite otherwise as the concept of immovable cultural heritage has broadened 

to include what is more generically describe nowadays as the heritage of the built or humanised environment. 

Beyond addressing some of the main doctrinal issues arising from the massive effort of reconstructing war 

damaged historic buildings, cities and ensembles in Europe, the Venice Charter gave strong credentials to a 

rather new instrument, distinct from the previous generationsô manifestoes or writings ï a set of principles 

articulating a philosophy into practical guidance, a document born of the collective brain of a set of 

experienced practitioners in the post-war years of reconstruction. 

Also, the Venice Charter acknowledged the diverse nature of conservation in its disciplinary and legal / 

national realities, encouraging the development of complementary and specialised documents to address these 

particularities within the consistency of the intellectual framework of the 1964 text. The production of an 

International Charter on Cultural Tourism or one on Historic Gardens as well as the well-celebrated National 

Burra Charter for Australia, are illustrations of that deployment. In a way, the Venice Charter acknowledges 

or alludes to an international conservation ecosystem made up of different components which could be 

summarised as follows:     

The International level is motivated by solidarity and a strong sense of heritage as part of humanity; it 

operates generally through inspiration and cooperation although some cases of destruction of cultural heritage 

brought tangible sanctions from International courts. This level is exemplified by organisations like ICOMOS 

and UNESCO, instruments like the World Heritage Convention as well as regional supra-national 

organisations and their treaties or programmes with growing interests in cultural heritage (e.g. European 

Institutions, ASEAN, OAS, Francophonie).   

The National level is generally recognised as the level of organisation, legislative framework and governance 

of society within the agreed international concept of Nations. Even though the rise of autonomy within some 

countries like Canada has meant opening the international level and treaties to province-like sub-national 

levels of government, the national level remains the source of legislation and holds the authority to adhere to 

or actively participate in the implementation of international instruments like the World Heritage Convention.  

The Local level is the level of local communities but equally important in the case of immovable cultural 

heritage we care for in ICOMOS, the level of action and conservation. Indeed, whereas national laws can be 

adopted to provide legal powers to designate and protect historic buildings, archaeological sites, urban 

ensembles or heritage landscapes, their actual protection and conservation can only be delivered on site, a 

major distinction from moveable or intangible heritage properties which could, at least in theory, be relocated 

to benefit from careful attention.  The increasingly strong presence of metropolises around the world raises 

new conservation challenges and opportunities because of its position between the Local and National levels 

and often engaged in international cooperation through twinning programmes like the one between the cities 

of Montréal, Canada, and Port-au-Prince, Haïti through which Canadian heritage professionals provided 

assistance and advice to their Haitian colleagues especially after the 2010 devastating earthquake.   

The personal level is one seldom considered in the conservation framework but this is changing through a 

number of evolutions such as a greater recognition of the role of communities ï the 5
th
 C of the World 

Heritage framework ï in the conservation theory and practice, and the increase of tourism and, more 

specifically cultural tourism and its experiential dimension. The social role of heritage in the resilience and 
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post-disaster recovery of societies and the importance of individuals as bearers or carriers of knowledge and 

memory that are fundamental to the heritage values of heritage sites such as living cultural landscapes, 

villages or sacred places is another illustration of the importance of the personal level in this «Conservation 

Ecosystem» for cultural heritage.    

The example and experience of Canada, a multi -tier / multi -cultural 

co ntext    

The purpose of this paper is to expose what has been the Canadian experience in that context both in relation 

to a document like the Venice Charter and the subsequent work of ICOMOS, and the broader Conservation 

Ecosystem. To start with, it is important to know that Canada is a confederation with a complex structure of 

shared responsibilities between the Federal, Provincial and Territorial governments and communities like 

those of the First Nations or Inuit peoples. This complexity is the result of European, North American and 

international history as it affected a geography which ancient indigenous cultures had defined in their own 

terms for centuries before.  This complexity reflects in the Canadian formula for a conservation ecosystem 

with a reality different from its perception abroad.  

The Federal government is the most visible expression of Canada abroad. It has the power and authorities to 

sign treaties and has been a State Party to the World Heritage Convention since 1976 and the first state to 

ratify the 2005 UNESCO convention on the protection of the diversity of cultural expressions. It enjoys a 

prestigious profile internationally through the excellent work of Parks Canada (see www.pc.gc.ca), one of its 

agencies under the Minister of Environment, and its involvement in the implementation of the World Heritage 

Convention, having hosted two sessions of the Committee and supported its intellectual development on 

themes like authenticity, modern heritage and the Global Strategy. Nationally, the Federal Government 

established in 1885 a national parks administration, the first in the world, which was later merged with the 

administration of historic battlefields and sites to form in 1911 what is now Parks Canada, an organisation 

with roots in wilderness and natural beauty as well as in the glorious history of memorable battles. Today and 

despite important cuts to its budget, Parks Canada manages a large national network of National and Marine 

Parks and National Historic Sites which offer visitors opportunity to celebrate the countryôs nature and history. 

In 1919, the Federal Government also establish what became the Historical Monuments and Sites Board of 

Canada, a commission of experts from the different Provinces and Territories charged to designate sites of 

National commemorative values following nominations from scholarly research and from citizens or 

communities (in its 2003 report on the State of Cultural Heritage in Canada, the Auditor General noted that 

almost 95% of the 2 200 nominations received annually by Parks Canada for the Board came from the 

public.)     

Yet, besides the care and conservation of sites owned by it or by Parks Canada, the Federal Government plays 

a relatively minor role in terms of actually protecting and conserving the cultural heritage buildings, sites, 

cities or landscapes of Canada. This results from its constitutional powers which do not include the control of 

private property that remains a jurisdiction of the Provinces enabling them to establish legislation to protect 

heritage buildings or sites in private ownership which constitute a large majority of the countryôs heritage. 

Even when the Federal Government wants to designate a property for its commemorative values ï a status 

that does not carry any constraint to private property, it asks for the authorisation of the owners. Similarly, the 

http://www.pc.gc.ca/
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Federal Government which has an outstanding expertise in underwater archaeology through Parks Canada, 

cannot protect many of the heritage wrecks on river beds which are of Provincial jurisdiction, e.g. the 

Empress of Ireland which sank in the St. Lawrence River in 1914 with more casualties than the famous 

Titanic which was protected by the Government of Quebec.   

There are a few exceptions to this situation regarding privately owned heritage sites. One is the heritage 

railway stations, a particular type of property owned by Federally-chartered railway companies which the 

Federal Government has the power to control because of their fundamental role in the creation of the 

Canadian Confederation in 1867. Following demolition, neglect or abandonment of these heritage buildings 

by these companies in the 1970s and 1980s, communities, citizens and heritage groups convinced the Federal 

leader to adopt a special act of Parliament to address this issue. Similar efforts from civil society brought the 

Parliament to adopt recently an act to protect the heritage values of decommissioned lighthouses. 

With those rare exceptions, the Federal Government has no overall heritage legislation and operates very 

much in Canada through in a cooperation and incentive model rather than enforcement, in a way analogous to 

UNESCOôs international role. This situation has encouraged the development of non-constraining tools like 

inventories, commemorative policies and programmes and conservation principles. Also, the Federal 

Government took resolve in making a standard-setting example of its work as caretaker and keeper of its own 

properties, which include some of Canadaôs most significant heritage buildings and sites through an internal 

process called the Federal Heritage Building Review Office (FHBRO). Under directives of the Treasury 

Board of Canada issued in 1978 and 1985, this process called for the various departments owning properties 

such as National Defense and Public Works to work with Parks Canada to assess and rank these properties as 

part of a joint commission and using a set of common criteria on its historical, artistic/architectural and 

contextual values. This process is compulsory for properties under direct ownership by the Federal 

Government ï i.e. Crown property ï with some exceptions like embassies and applies voluntarily to federal 

agencies like port administrations.  

Under the constitutional sharing of powers in Canada, Provinces have the most opportunity to protect heritage 

and conserve it either directly through dedicated heritage legislation or indirectly through their jurisdiction 

over education, culture, planning or the creation and responsibilities of municipalities and local 

administrations. And every province has taken a different approach to address the issue. In 1922, the Province 

of Quebec was the first to adopt legislation on the subject, focusing it on the designation of Monuments et 

Sites historiques followed in 1923 by British Columbia with a particular attention on artefacts and sites of the 

indigenous people. Today, the degree of attention paid by Provinces and Territories to cultural heritage varies 

considerably in terms of their legislations, their definitions of heritage and the obligations they create for the 

various actors in the conservation ecosystem, from government to citizens, as well as their relations with 

other laws such as those that address urban planning and nature conservation issues. Nevertheless, despite 

this diversity and variation in substance, every Province and Territory acts in the field and participates in 

regular meetings of Ministers in charge of Heritage.   

The absence of a centralised power in Canada and the overall interest and action by all levels of government 

and civil society has provided a fertile setting for the development of softer proactive instruments like 

common principles, standards and guidelines for the care and conservation of buildings, sites, ensembles and 

territories of heritage value. In that context, documents like the Venice Charter and other ICOMOS Charters, 

the World Heritage Convention and its Operational Guidelines or the United States Secretary of the Interior 

Standards provided very useful inspiration and references to work from.  
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ICOMOS Canada in particular, through its non-governmental network of professionals from various levels of 

government and private practice, academics and civic organisations, provided a valuable platform to discuss 

these concepts in a way that brought experiences together without the prejudice of divisions between 

jurisdictions. Its bilingual structure also helped address these taking into account the French legacy expressed 

through the distinct legal system in the Province of Quebec as well as through cultural concepts like heritage, 

and not be only exploring the Anglo / American approaches and concepts. This produced two distinctively 

Canadian deployments of the Venice Charter: Charte de conservation du patrimoine québécois - Déclaration 

de Deschambault (ICOMOS Canada Comité Francophone, 1982) written in French and inspired by the 

Venice Charter, the European Amsterdam Declaration and UNESCOôs Nairobi Recommendation, and the 

Appleton Charter for the Protection and Enhancement of the Built Environment (ICOMOS Canada 

English-Speaking Committee, 1983) which refers to the Venice Charter, Australian ICOMOSô Burra Charter 

and the Déclaration de Deschambault adopted the year before. (Note: Since 2013, ICOMOS Canada has 

adopted a unified structure to replace the previous Comité francophone / English Speaking Committee duality 

to pursue this work while maintaining French and English bilingualism as a core value of the organisation.)   

Heritage in Canada ð the particular case of the Provin ce of Quebec  

Among the 10 Provinces and 3 Territories in Canada, the Province of Quebec stands distinct on many 

accounts including its approach to culture and heritage. Connected for long time before to all North America 

through the river systems which the indigenous people used extensively for communications and trade, the 

Province of Quebec has been the main historic core of European presence in North America, the successor of 

New France after the British took over in 1763 and, with Ontario, the driving force behind Confederation in 

the 19
th
 Century. French is its official language and one of its most tangible distinction. The settlement of the 

St. Lawrence Valley under the seigniorial system in the 18
th
 century has generated a distinct land pattern, 

physical and toponymical (place names) landscape.  

Beyond these tangible evidences, the social and legal traditions rooted in the Ancien Régime, Catholic faith 

and Civil Code also generated a particular way of looking at cultural heritage, historic buildings and 

landscapes in terms of their role in defining the collective cultural identity of Quebec. Their identification, 

protection, care and promotion benefitted from a distinctly strong involvement of the Government, especially 

since the 1960s and what is called the «Quiet Revolution», when the structure of the State was modernised 

and the ministries of Cultural Affairs and Educations were created bringing new legislations, including a first 

Cultural Heritage Act in 1962 which allowed Government to classify and control heritage property without 

the ownerôs consent in the name of the collective interest. 

In that context, Quebecôs heritage legislation has evolved from one centered on scholarly defined historic 

sites to a broader range of types reflecting the more contemporary interests for cultural heritage. Two recent 

developments in its legislation illustrate that: the Sustainable Development Act (2006) and the Cultural 

Heritage Act (2012). The Sustainable Development Act stands as the only of such piece of legislation that 

affirms the protection of cultural heritage as a key principle of the sustainable development model, not a mere 

consideration in terms of impact assessment procedures. The principle itself (see below) adopts an inclusive 

definition of heritage in tune with contemporary thinking and some of the ICOMOS definitions.  
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ñProtection of cultural heritageò: The cultural heritage, made up of property, sites, landscapes, traditions 

and knowledge, reflects the identity of a society. It passes on the values of a society from generation to 

generation, and the preservation of this heritage fosters the sustainability of development. Cultural heritage 

components must be identified, protected and enhanced, taking their intrinsic rarity and fragility into 

account; (é) 

Assemblée nationale du Québec, 2006; Sustainable Development Act, article 6 ï Principles 

 

The implementation of this unique piece of legislation is based on creating an overall obligation on all 

branches of government to comply with these principles and a reporting mechanism under the responsibility 

of the Auditor General of the Province.  So far, the implementation is happening but the innovative and 

humanistic nature of the Cultural Heritage principle, even though consistent with the values expressed in 

formal documents like the World Heritage Convention, seem to have been to its disadvantage as a lot of 

attention is put on implementing other more conventional principles such as the protection of the environment 

and securing air and water from pollution. This is still a young process but one that illustrates at a smaller 

scale, the current challenges of integrating the human and cultural dimensions in the concept of sustainable 

development which was born globally from a narrative of the confrontation between the economy and the 

bio-physical environment, and which is gradually being enriched by more human considerations such as 

heritage and culture as exposed forcefully at the 2012 UNESCO conference in Hangzhou, P.R. China, on 

placing Culture at the hearth of Sustainable Development and subsequent declarations from the UN Secretary 

General.    

The 2006 Sustainable Development Act provided a new perspective for the reform of the 1972 Cultural 

Heritage Act by the Quebec Government, a reform that was completed in 2012 with adoption and 

implementation of the Cultural Heritage Act. Largely inspired from the French legislation, in particular the 

law for the protection of historic districts (secteurs sauvegardés), the 1972 piece of legislation, was centered 

on buildings and archaeological sites, their historic value under the authority of the Minister. The 2012 Act 

was developed after a long process of internal analysis and the review of external references like the various 

UNESCO conventions and recommendations and external legislations from other Canadian Provinces, Japan, 

United Kingdom, the United States and the State of Queensland in Australia. As a result, it addresses a 

broader range of properties including landscapes and the intangible, and heritage values and proposes a new 

sharing of responsibilities between the Government, local administrations (municipalities, Native community 

councils) and owners. The following table compares the categories defined in the two pieces of legislation:   

 

Cultural Propertie s Act  

(Assemblée nationale du Québec, 1972)    

Cultural Heritage Act  

(Assemblée nationale du Québec, 2012)    

Categories covered and defined in the law :  

Cultural property 

Work of art 

Categories covered and defined in the law:  

Archaeological property 

Archaeological site 
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Historic property 

Historic monument 

Historic site 

Archaeological property 

Archaeological site 

Historic district 

Natural district 

Protected area  

Heritage cultural landscape 

Heritage document 

Heritage immovable 

Heritage object 

Heritage property 

Heritage site  

Intangible heritage 

Protected area   

ñcultural propertyò: a work of art, a historic 

property, a historic monument or site, an 

archaeological property or site or a 

cinematographic, audiovisual, photographic, 

radio or television work; 

ñhistoric monumentò: an immovable which has 

historic interest because of its use or architecture; 

 

The object of this Act is to promote, in the public 

interest and from a sustainable development 

perspective, the knowledge, protection, enhancement 

and transmission of cultural heritage, which is a 

reflection of a societyôs identity. (é) 

Cultural heritage consists of deceased persons of 

historical importance, historic events and sites, 

heritage documents, immovables, objects and sites, 

heritage cultural landscapes, and intangible heritage. 

 

The evolution of the legislation in the Province of Quebec is not disconnected from that of society and its 

concern for heritage. Over the last 50 years, that interest has changed, amplified and diversified. This led to 

the adoption of legislation like the one just introduced as well as policies like the Cultural Policy of the 

Quebec Government of 1992. That Cultural Policy focuses a lot on fostering a broader access to culture in the 

spirit of Article 27 of the UN Declaration of Human Rights and encouraging the creative economy. It also 

provided a formal recognition by the Quebec Government of the Venice Charter and other ICOMOS Charters, 

in particular the cultural tourism and historic towns ones, and a commitment for their implementation.  

In complement to the formal work by Government and the public sector in Quebec, the volunteer sector of 

various disciplinary allegiances gathered in the context of the parliamentary consultation on the Cultural 

Policy and developed a trans-disciplinary cooperation involving architects, archaeologists, historians, 

archivists, urban planners, ethnologists, museum specialists, folk culture organisers, academics and jurists. In 

2000 after many meetings, the analysis of existing references including the Venice Charter and other 

ICOMOS documents, the UNESCO conventions and recommendations as well as public discussions and 

consultations, this process lead to the formal proclamation of the Quebec Heritage Declaration at the School 

of Architecture in the historic center of Québec City, a World Heritage Site. The core concept of this 

Declaration is an inclusive definition of heritage as carrier of memory in its different tangible or intangible, 

movable or immovable expressions in relation to living culture and identity. Although non-governmental by 

birth, the Declarationôs concepts were echoed in legislation and in municipal cultural policies throughout the 

Province.  
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Our heritage is a wealth of tangible and intangible assets such as archives, objects, artworks, buildings, sites 

or landscapes as well as traditions, knowledge and skills, languages and institutions. (é) 

We affirm our right to memory and our duty of respect for those people, places and objects that carry it.  

We affirm the importance and meaning of our heritage for our whole society and for each person that is part 

of it. (é)   

Exerts from the Déclaration québécoise du patrimoine / Quebec Heritage Declaration 

15 April 2000  

 

Heritage Conservation Principles in Canada  ð 3 levels / 3 experie nces  

The complex nature of the Canadian Conservation Ecosystem combined with a shared genuine interest in 

improving the efficiency of protection measures for heritage buildings and sites, has encouraged cooperative 

approaches in support of legislation or to compensate its shortfalls. The following are examples of such 

approaches, in particular in the shape of conservation principles, guidelines and methodologies, at the Federal, 

Provincial and municipal level.  

Federal Level:  

The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada  

In 2003, the Auditor General of Canada presented to the House of Commons (the Canadian Parliament) a 

Report on the Protection of Cultural Heritage in the Federal Government (see www.oag-bvg.gc.ca). This 

report examined the situation at Parks Canada as well as the National Museums, National Archives and 

National Library. The Reportôs highlight was alarming: çBuilt heritage is threatened. Many of the national 

historic sites administered by the Parks Canada Agency are showing signs of deterioration. This issue will 

have to be addressed in the next two to five years to prevent the permanent loss of elements that show the 

sitesô historical significance, closure to the public, or rapid deterioration of the sites.»  Yet, in parallel, Parks 

Canada was publishing in 2003 the first edition of the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 

Historic Places in Canada (S&G), the result of a close collaboration with Provinces and Territories in the 

context of the Historic Places Initiative (HPI).  

Created in the late 1990s, the Historic Places Initiative is a programme to improve the conservation of historic 

buildings, sites and landscapes across Canada. The programme is inspired by the United States programme of 

tax incentives for conservation projects complying with the US Secretary of the Interiorôs Standards. HPI 

comprised of three main components ï a National Register of Historic Places, a set of Conservation 

Standards and Guidelines coupled with a certification system, and Tax Credits for the owners. The whole 

initiative is based on cooperation between the Federal, Provincial and Territorial. Parks Canada provided the 

secretariat for the initiative along with its specialised expertise in conservation acquired in managing National 

Historic Sites under its own stewardship or in cooperation with other branches of the Federal Government, in 

particular the Department of Public Works and its Heritage Conservation Programme.  

The Standards and Guidelines are published in French and English. Following the first edition in 2003, a 

http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/
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second edition issued in 2010 incorporated further elements regarding maintenance and more recent materials 

and building systems. The S&G start with a 3-step «Understanding + Planning + Intervening» conservation 

decision-making process to identify the nature of the intervention ï preservation, rehabilitation or restoration 

ï on the basis of an appreciation of the heritage values of the historic place (see definitions below). This is 

followed by a set of 14 standards and guidelines on the appropriate conservation treatments (see below). The 

types of heritage sites covered in the S&G ï landscapes including districts; archaeological sites; buildings; 

engineering works (industrial, civil and military) ï are an interesting indicator of the broad ambition of this 

guiding tool and its consistency with contemporary concepts, e.g. in the World Heritage context, not limited 

to historic monuments.  

 

Key definitions:  

Historic Place: a structure, building, group of buildings, district, landscape, archaeological site or other 

place in Canada that has been formally recognized for its heritage value.  

Heritage Value: the aesthetic, historic, scientific, cultural, social or spiritual importance or significance for 

past, present and future generations. The heritage value of an historic place is embodied in its 

character-defining materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, uses and cultural associations or 

meanings.  

Character-defining Element: the materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, uses and cultural 

associations or meanings that contribute to the heritage value of an historic place, which must be retained to 

preserve its heritage value. 

Conservation: all actions or processes that are aimed at safeguarding the character-defining elements of an 

historic place so as to retain its heritage value and extend its physical life. This may involve Preservation, 

Rehabilitation, Restoration, or a combination of these actions or processes.  

Preservation: the action or process of protecting, maintaining, and/or stabilizing the existing materials, form, 

and integrity of an historic place, or of an individual component, while protecting its heritage value.  

Rehabilitation: the action or process of making possible a continuing or compatible contemporary use of an 

historic place, or an individual component, while protecting its heritage value.  

Restoration: the action or process of accurately revealing, recovering or representing the state of an historic 

place, or of an individual component, as it appeared at a particular period in its history, while protecting its 

heritage value.  

The Standards  

The Standards are not presented in a hierarchical order. All standards for any given type of treatment must be 

considered, and applied where appropriate, to any conservation project. 

General Standards for Preservation, Rehabilitation  and Restoration  

1. Conserve the heritage value of an historic place. Do not remove, replace or substantially alter its intact or 

repairable character- defining elements. Do not move a part of an historic place if its current location is a 

character-defining element.  
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2. Conserve changes to an historic place that, over time, have become character-defining elements in their 

own right.  

3. Conserve heritage value by adopting an approach calling for minimal intervention.  

4. Recognize each historic place as a physical record of its time, place and use. Do not create a false sense of 

historical development by adding elements from other historic places or other properties, or by combining 

features of the same property that never coexisted.  

5. Find a use for an historic place that requires minimal or no change to its character-defining elements.  

6. Protect and, if necessary, stabilize an historic place until any subsequent intervention is undertaken. 

Protect and preserve archaeological resources in place. Where there is potential for disturbing 

archaeological resources, take mitigation measures to limit damage and loss of information.  

7. Evaluate the existing condition of character-defining elements to determine the appropriate intervention 

needed. Use the gentlest means possible for any intervention. Respect heritage value when undertaking an 

intervention.  

8. Maintain character-defining elements on an ongoing basis. Repair character-defining elements by 

reinforcing their materials using recognized conservation methods. Replace in kind any extensively 

deteriorated or missing parts of character-defining elements, where there are surviving prototypes.  

9. Make any intervention needed to preserve character-defining elements physically and visually compatible 

with the historic place and identifiable on close inspection. Document any intervention for future reference. 

Additional Standards Relating to Rehabilitation  

10. Repair rather than replace character-defining elements. Where character-defining elements are too 

severely deteriorated to repair, and where sufficient physical evidence exists, replace them with new elements 

that match the forms, materials and detailing of sound versions of the same elements. Where there is 

insufficient physical evidence, make the form, material and detailing of the new elements compatible with the 

character of the historic place.  

11. Conserve the heritage value and character-defining elements when creating any new additions to an 

historic place or any related new construction. Make the new work physically and visually compatible with, 

subordinate to and distinguishable from the historic place.  

12. Create any new additions or related new construction so that the essential form and integrity of an 

historic place will not be impaired if the new work is removed in the future. 

Additional Standards Relating to Restoration  

13. Repair rather than replace character-defining elements from the restoration period. Where 

character-defining elements are too severely deteriorated to repair and where sufficient physical evidence 

exists, replace them with new elements that match the forms, materials and detailing of sound versions of the 

same elements.  

14. Replace missing features from the restoration period with new features whose forms, materials and 

detailing are based on sufficient physical, documentary and/or oral evidence. 
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Standards and Guidelines for the conservation of Historic Places in Canada (2
nd

 Edition, 2010) 

 

The S&G are illustrated with examples and case studies from across Canada. One of these is the Rural 

District of Grand-Pré, Nova Scotia, which was registered as a UNESCO World Heritage Site in 2012, thus 

acknowledging the quality of the coordinated expertise and management systems developed locally around 

the principles set forth in the S&G.   

 

Provincial Level:  

The Quebec Religious Heritage Conservation Programme   

One of the largest conservation programme currently in place in Canada is the one developed in the Province 

of Quebec for its cultural heritage of religious origin. With over 3 000 places of worship province-wide, this 

is a very significant part of Quebecôs built, artistic, archaeological, landscape and intangible cultural heritage.    

The programme was born of an inter-denomination collaboration between the Catholic, Protestant and Jewish 

communities in Montreal where about 1000 places of worship reflect the specific nature of the social fabric 

and history of this cosmopolitan metropolis where the Franc-Catholic, Anglo-Protestant, Jewish and 

immigrant tradition met. After completing a consolidated evaluation of their respective pre-1945 places of 

worship of cultural heritage significance, the alliance of these organisations asked the Quebec Government 

for financial assistance in the form of tax relief for the conservation work on those buildings.  

Instead of giving a tax relief to a Montreal group which would have been controversial in the Province on 

both accounts, the Government supported the constitution of a Religious Heritage Foundation for the whole 

of Quebec. The Foundation was created in 1995 and has generated an investment of over $300 M in 1000 

conservation projects funded jointly by the Provincial Government and local communities. The distribution of 

fund by the Foundation was based on regional inter-denominational panels (tables de concertation) under a 

set of criteria and the ICOMOS principles for conservation. (see www.patrimoine-religieux.qc.ca)   

The promotion of conservation principles set by ICOMOS in this national project is in part the result of 

long-standing cooperation through ICOMOS Canada between heritage professionals and administrators of 

these religious buildings, many of which have benefitted from a special designation under the Quebec 

heritage laws. In particular, the ICOMOS Canada conference held in Ottawa in 1988 on the conservation 

challenges for sacred places and heritage buildings provided a useful inspiration which lead to the creation of 

this rather exceptional conservation programme and inter-faith collaboration.   

Originally expressed in a general and generic way, the reference to ICOMOS principles for conservation was 

later complemented through a set of more explicit principles aimed at those people who are looking after 

these heritage buildings and their related heritage objects (artwork, organs, sacred books, archives, furniture, 

etc.) on a daily basis. This simplified version was the product of seminars and working sessions involving 

architects, art historians, managers, artisans, caretakers and members of ICOMOS Canada. It focuses on 

making appropriate choice of intervention on the basis of the heritage values, on the principles of minimal 

intervention, reversibility and respect for authenticity as well as the need for maintenance and continuous care 

after the restoration work is completed. Complementary sets of principles and recommendations for the 

conservation of artworks, heritage objects and organs have also been developed by the Foundation (now 

http://www.patrimoine-religieux.qc.ca/
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renamed Council for Religious Heritage) with the Centre de Conservation du Québec and academics.  

The Quebec religious heritage project is quite remarkable in a global context for its collaborative nature 

involving government, specialists and communities in a concerted effort to generate and coordinate the 

investment of very large sums of public and private moneys into conservation work under the guidance of 

international principles set by ICOMOS. This initiative has been acknowledged abroad for its innovative 

nature, including by the Vatican stressing its inter-denominational cooperation model and could hopefully 

serve as an experience in helping to develop an international strategy for the actual conservation of such 

heritage buildings or sites, even landscapes or routes, through ICOMOS and UNESCO.     

Municipal Level:  

City of Montrealôs Heritage Significance Evaluation Process   

As one of the oldest cities in North America and a major international trading and industrial metropolis since 

the later part of the 19
th
 century, Montreal has accumulated an important and very distinctive built and urban 

heritage despite major losses to demolition and redevelopment phases, in particular in the industrial boom of 

the late 19
th
 C. or the large public sector or speculative investments urban redevelopment projects in the 

1960s and 1970s.  

The later wave of demolition lead the civil society to regroup around universities and organisations like 

Heritage Montreal (www.heritagemontreal.org). This independent foundation was created in 1975 to 

encourage and promote the protection of the historical, architectural, natural and cultural heritage of 

communities in the metropolitan area through education, advocacy and the encouragement of better 

legislation, regulations and planning tools to support worthy owners and investors as well as prevent 

unnecessary demolitions or insensitive urban development. In 1995, for its 20
th
 anniversary, Heritage 

Montreal held a public consultation on the place of heritage in the future Montreal which concluded by 

recommending greater attention to the living urban landscape instead of treating heritage properties in 

isolation. In 2001, Heritage Montreal proposed the creation of a Heritage Council which was incorporated in 

the City Charter. Linking local realities with international conservation principles expressed in the ICOMOS 

Charters and the UNESCO Conventions and Recommendations, Heritage Montreal published in 2008 in a 

major newspaper, a set of urban development principles integrating a 5-dimensions definition of cultural 

heritage : Built + Landscape + Memorial/Intangible + Archaeology + Nature. In addition to its own activities, 

Heritage Montreal built alliances with the economic, academic, environmental and artistic sectors, and 

fostered the development of university programmes in conservation and non-governmental organisation, for 

instance in the field of industrial heritage.   

Yet, despite its reputation and prestige in society, an organisation like Heritage Montreal does not hold the 

legal powers necessary to actually protect heritage properties. These powers are constitutionally in the hands 

of the Government of Quebec which has chosen to share their use with municipalities back in 1985. In the 

case of Montreal, this has led to the creation in 1987 of an Advisory Committee on the Protection of Cultural 

Property (Comité consultatif de Montréal sur la protection des biens culturels) and its successor in 2002 the 

Heritage Council (Conseil du patrimoine de Montréal). It also lead to the development of dedicated and 

professionally staffed heritage units within the Cityôs administrative structure and long standing grants and 

technical assistance programmes for owners and builders. The City of Montreal also participated in the 

development of the Federal / Provincial / Territorial Standards and Guidelines.  

http://www.heritagemontreal.org/
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Since the 1960s, the City of Montreal puts attention on the conservation of heritage under its jurisdiction. 

Originally, this effort was concentrated on the safeguard and revitalisation of Old Montreal, the original 

quarter of the city which was designated an historic district in 1964 by the Government of Quebec, the largest 

such protected area in North America at the time, but gradually it expanded to address heritage issues in the 

cityôs many neighbourhoods. In 2005, it adopted a Heritage Policy, the first of its kind among North 

Americaôs metropolitan cities, which aimed at enhancing the consistency and impacts of the various 

programmes to protect, promote and revitalise the Cityôs built, archaeological, landscape and intangible 

heritage.  

Part of that evolution includes the sophistication of the instruments and tools used by the City to address 

conservation issues. The development of a methodology to assess the heritage significance of a site and to 

register it formally in the shape of a Heritage Significance Statement (®nonc® dôint®r°t patrimonial) is an 

example illustrates how international principles and concepts can be translated into practical local instruments 

reflecting local conditions and formalised in a municipal ordinance. This methodology is openly inspired by 

concepts articulated by Austrian thinker and conservator Aloïs Riegl, by the ICOMOS Charters, the 

UNESCO and works of the Getty Conservation Institute on value-based conservation. Its goals it to provide a 

consensus-based statement which can be integrated in the decision-making process and used by the owner or 

developer and their architects as well as municipal professionals reviewing the projects before decision by 

elected officials.  

The methodology rests on the two following principles:  

The heritage significance of a place, whether it has a formal designation or simply contributes to the identify 

of Montreal, is present in a diversity of values expressed through features and character-defining elements;  

The cultural significance of a place is based on a consensus of viewpoints which the process and 

methodology aims at articulating.   

It is based on consensus within a pre-determined working group composed of a maximum of 10 persons 

including the owner of the property or its representative. The working group proceeds together through the 

various steps of the methodology. That way, each member of the group shares and develops a 

multi-dimensional common knowledge of the building or site through a sequence of presentation of 

background research (history, architecture, landscape, etc.), site visit, discussions and review of the draft 

statement. The site visit is a key component of the process, admittedly more feasible at the local level than at 

the scale of Canada, and echoes the inclusion by ICOMOS of systematic site visits as part of its evaluation of 

World Heritage nomination. The final version of the statement is tabled at the Cityôs Executive Committee 

before posting on the web (www.ville.montreal.qc.ca/patrimoine) for the general public interest.  

Lessons from Canada ð Developing Common Principles for a Diverse 

Conservation Ecosystem     

In terms of cultural heritage and its conservation, Canada is characterised by its diversity and a multi-level 

sharing of responsibility for conservation. Within its constitutional structure, the architecture of the Canadian 

Conservation Ecosystem is rooted in the coexistence of a diversity of traditions of governance and law. There 

are customary practices like the ones governing First Nations and Inuit people across the country and 

http://www.ville.montreal.qc.ca/patrimoine
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particularly present in the Territories, or cultural perspectives such as those of 1
st
 generate on immigrants, 

models which this paper could not expose in proper respect. There is the Civil Code inherited from France 

and still present in Quebec, maintaining a preference for hierarchical decision-making structure in the name 

of the Nation. There is the Common Law inherited from the British tradition and favouring a more 

decentralised decision-making for all Canada except Quebec.  

Their difference are reflected, for example, in the various definitions of cultural heritage expressed in the 

different Federal, Provincial and Territorial legislations, or the way they protect historic buildings from 

demolitions, archaeological sites from unregulated excavations or destructions, or how they address the issue 

of cultural landscapes and place-naming. Some show great interest while other are more vague.  Another 

example is the way the way the Venice Charter is deployed through ICOMOS Canadaôs Déclaration de 

Deschambault, which focuses on the relation between heritage, values and community in the spirit of the 

Charterôs preambule, and Appleton Charter which is more oriented towards actual building conservation 

projects, echoing Venice Chartersô more prescriptive articles.  Such diversity is evocative of the international 

level where both ICOMOS and UNESCO operate. Like the Federal Government in Canada, the power is 

decentralised internationally, adding to a fragmentation encouraged by the arborescence of disciplines.  

Yet, internationally as in Canada, there is a growing need to bridge the gaps and develop common tools to 

address conservation issues increasingly complex in nature and in scale as the definitions of cultural heritage 

expand and with them, the list of sites to protect and conserve. To address these new challenges, a useful goal 

would be to develop a unified theory of conservation and complement it with a common methodology to 

support genuine interdisciplinary approach and community involvement as well as long-term safeguard and 

protection. The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada illustrate that 

such unified work is feasible through strong cooperation and respect for each otherôs cultural and legal 

background. At the international level, only ICOMOS has the background, history and extended disciplinary 

and national / cultural network to carry this task. It must undertake it to consolidate existing Charters and the 

work of its National Committees, e.g. in Australia, Canada or China which have developed National charters 

or equivalent.   

One useful element of this unified theory would be a clearer definition of protection, a term always used but 

very seldom defined. How about «Protection is the act of the protector including all actions carried to 

maintain meaningful elements and characters by preventing effects of threats from natural or human origin to 

which the heritage is exposed»? Other key elements like maintenance, appropriate use and respect for 

traditional and scientific knowledge should be addressed in this unified theory. 

On the occasion of the 50
th
 anniversary of the Venice Charter and the 20

th
 of the Nara Document on 

Authenticity (which is not an ICOMOS doctrinal text and, unlike the Venice Charter, does not benefit from a 

ratification by resolution of the General Assembly leaving it unfairly exposed), the project for ICOMOS to 

animate its network to extract a contemporary consensus on what is conservation and its essential core 

principles, leaving aside the procedural considerations which are too often confused with ethos and principles, 

would be an act of unprecedented foresightedness and leadership. This can truly bring reconciliation and 

cooperation between theory, practice, science, decision-maker and society and foster a new collective energy 

for the heritage sector to demonstrate how conservation is creativity and development.  

In the meantime, it is essential to convey a strong message of principles placing the action we do today in the 

name of conservation under the higher responsibility of reconciling the enjoyment and use the current 



International Principles and Local Practice of Cultural Heritage Conservation 

 94 

generation makes of the heritage with the benefit of the future ones. In the age of a dominant management 

culture and discourse, it is crucial that we, the conservation people, articulate clearly what conservation is 

about.  «Do as much as necessary, as little as possible!» as our Australian colleagues say. This in one such 

principles ï minimal and informed intervention. The rest is to be guidelines tailored to national, cultural, 

disciplinary or technical specificities. A dynamic version of the Canadian saying ï Unity in Diversity! 

Started in Montreal QC, Canada, and concluded in Johannesburg, South Africa ï 2014.08.21 
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ABSTRACT 

At the beginning of the new millennium, many Western countries started to change their cultural 

heritage conservation systems and principles to address the on-going development of conservation 

theories and new challenges to conservation projects and management practices. English Heritage 

issued the Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of 

the Historic Environment in 2008, and Canadaôs Historic Places revised the Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada in 2010. These two documents 

exemplify the recent efforts to establish cultural heritage conservation principles at the national or 

federal level. This paper examines the two documents, analyzes and compares their backgrounds 

and contents (including their definitions of heritage, conservation and their different 

understandings of conservation goals, heritage values, conservation principles, and intervention 

measures). In so doing, the paper discusses the recent trends in the development of cultural 

heritage conservation principles, reviews the limits of the current Principles for the Conservation 

of Heritage Sites in China (2000), and suggests the areas for its improvement. 

1. Research Background and Objective  

Under the guidance of the State Administration of Cultural Heritage, the Principles for the Conservation of 

Heritage Sites in China (or the China Principles) was completed and issued by ICOMOS China in 2000. The 

China Principles addresses a wide range of issues, including conservation principles, the conservation 

process, and conservation interventions. It provides both authoritative guidelines for the professional practice 

in cultural heritage conservation and important criteria for the evaluation of conservation projects. Since 

China Principles was adopted, China has made significant progress in theories and practices of cultural 

heritage conservation in the recent ten years. Therefore, ICOMOS China initiated the document revision in 

2009. Meanwhile, the National Heritage Center of Tsinghua University also launched a research project 

funded by the National Natural Science Foundation of China in 2011 to review the implementation of China 

Principles and to discuss its future development. As part of the research, this paper focuses on cultural 

heritage conservation principles established by national and federal agencies. The purpose of this paper is to 
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compare and analyze the backgrounds, objectives, core concepts, conservation principles, and the 

implementation of guidelines around the world and examine how different countries apply international 

conservation concepts to their local practices without losing the sight of their unique cultural heritage, legal 

systems, and conservation mechanisms. 

This paper examines the 2008 Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable 

Management of the Historic Environment of English Heritage (or the England Principles)
1
 and the 2010 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada of Canadaôs Historic Places (or 

the Canada Guidelines)
2
. By comparing the two documents, this paper analyzes the current trends in the 

development of national principles for cultural heritage conservation. 

2. Common Challenges and Various  Solutions 

The development of national principles for cultural heritage conservation needs to take into account not only 

the evolution of international conservation theories but a countryôs own cultural heritage characters, legal and 

regulatory systems, and management mechanisms. In other words, national principles can become the bridge 

between international theories and local practices. The 1979 Burra Charter
3
 is a set of professional 

guidelines that effectively combines international principles with local practices. The same can be said of the 

England Principles and the Canada Guidelines, which reflect influences from recent global and regional 

developments in this field, such as the World Heritage Convention and the European Landscape Convention. 

The World Heritage system has helped to promote new categories of cultural heritage, such as cultural 

landscapes, heritage canals, and heritage routes. On the one hand, that has diversified the concept of cultural 

heritage and placed more emphasis on living and everyday heritage remains. On the other hand, the increased 

complexity and size of heritage sites have posed challenges to the existing conservation and management 

measures. In recent years, sustainable development has been integrated into the World Heritage conservation 

system, for example, Article 119 of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage 

Convention
4
 points out that the conservation of World Heritage Sites should support ñsustainable useò in 

order to contribute to the living quality of communities and sustainable development. The 2000 European 

Landscape Convention
5
 offers a broad definition of landscape: ñLandscape means an area, as perceived by 

people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors.ò It 

emphasizes that landscapes are related to public interest in the cultural, ecological, environmental, and social 

fields. 

                                                      

1
 English Heritage. Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment. 

[EB/OL]. (2008) [2012-10-25]. 

http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/professional/advice/conservation-principles/ConservationPrinciples/ 

2
 Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. Second Edition. [EB/OL]. (2010) [2014-10-25]. 

http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx 

3
 Australia ICOMOS. Burra Charter. [EB/OL]. (2013) [2014-10-25]. 

http://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf 

4
 World Heritage Centre. Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention: 29. 

[EB/OL]. (2013) [2014-10-25]. http://whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines/ 

5
 Council of Europe. European Landscape Convention. [EB/OL]. (2000) [2014-10-25]. 

http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/QueVoulezVous.asp?NT=176&CM=8&CL=ENG; 
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It is in this context that the England Principles and the Canada Guidelines both discuss the complex 

composition of heritage sites, the relationship between intrinsic value and economic and public value, and the 

role of heritage conservation in local sustainable development. Yet the two documents also address issues that 

have arisen in local practices. The England Principles focuses on protecting and managing large, complex 

heritage sites and enhancing the links among previously independent heritage designation systems and 

planning approval mechanisms. The Canada Guidelines pays more attention to protecting natural features of 

historic places and sustaining living cultural traditions. 

Examples of the application of the England Principles include Leicestershireôs Foxton Locks and Inclined 

Plane. Built in the early 20
th
 century, the site consists of ten locks of varying heights and an inclined plane. It 

has been recognized as an important component of British Waterways because of its tremendous 

technological and historical values. This complex heritage site is governed by several national designation 

systems, including the systems of scheduled ancient monuments, listed buildings, and conservation areas. 

Since different designation systems are involved in heritage conservation, those who protect and manage 

larger sites often lack an integrated view ï they overemphasize the constituent parts and overlook the holistic 

whole. Since planning consent needs to be obtained from different departments and agencies, the 

management of such sites is inefficient in many cases. 

 

Fig. 1 The heritage site Leicestershireôs Foxton Locks and Inclined Plane 

 

Canadaôs Grand-Pré Rural Historic District illustrates how new categories of cultural heritage can bring the 

challenges to the existing system of heritage conservation and management. Grand-Pré, one of the oldest 

settlements of European origin in Canada, exhibits the different land use patterns of Arcadians and New 

England Planters. The historic district is composed of abundant cultural and natural heritage sites, including 

historical villages, archaeological sites, marshland landscapes, traditional farming and water management 

systems, thus is considered an evolving cultural landscape. Although its values are recognized by the national 

conservation system, the complex living heritage still poses challenges to the existing conservation principles 

and management mechanism. People wonder about how to better protect and connect its natural and cultural 

features and how to handle the conflict between modern agriculture and landscape conservation. 
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Fig. 2 Canadaôs Grand-Pré Rural Historic District and the farming activity 

In fact, such challenges are common in many other countries, including China. At the same time, England and 

Canada have responded to their challenges in different ways. 

England started to undertake a cultural heritage reform in 1997. A multitude of conservation policies were 

modified, including those on heritage designation, consent system, planning policy, public participation, and 

documentation. The England Principles and the draft Heritage Protection Bill (2008) were introduced as 

leading guidance. As the government implemented its sustainable development strategy, the conservation 

reform was carried out to ñprotect and enhance the physical and natural environment and use resources and 

energy as efficiently as possibleò and thus to ñimprove the quality of lifeò.
6
 In February 2000, English 

Heritage published the Power of Place
7
, a report based on an extensive public investigation. According to the 

report, most of the public considered the historic environment an integral whole that would evolve and grow̆

rather than be protected statically and fragmented. Based on that view, the England Principles advocates the 

inclusion of all categories of cultural heritage under the concept of ñhistoric environmentò and the inclusive, 

public-oriented decision-making process supported by the European Landscape Convention. It emphasizes 

the inevitable, constant change of the historic environment and encourages people to manage and control 

change more proactively. After publishing the England Principles, English Heritage, along with the 

Department for Culture, Media and Sport and the Department for Communities and Local Government, 

prepared a number of documents for different categories of heritage sites and conservation processes to 

provide more specific guidance. 

The Canada Guidelines, unlike its English counterpart, does not call for an overhaul of the national heritage 

conservation policy but focuses on the development of coherent and operable standards and guidelines based 

on the unique character of Canadaôs cultural heritage. The Canada Guidelines was adopted in 2003 and 

revised in 2010. Structured around major categories of historic place character components, the revised 

version explains the relationship between Statements of Significance and intervention principles, includes 

updated guidelines for the conservation of cultural landscapes, especially emphasizes the protection of the 

                                                      

6
 HM government. Securing the Future ï Delivering UK Sustainable Development Strategy: The UK Government 

Sustainable Development Strategy. [EB/OL]. (2005) [2012-10-25]. 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/2011/03/25/securing-the-future-pb10589/ 

7
 English Heritage. Power of Place: the future of the historic environment [EB/OL].(2000) [2012-10-25]. 

http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/publications/power-of-place/ 
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evidence of land use, ecological features, and traditional practices. 

A comparison of the targets of conservation, definitions of conservation, understandings of values, 

conservation principles, and intervention measures in the two documents would reveal the following trends in 

the development of conservation theories. 

3. Definition of Cultural Heritage: An Integrated  View  

Centered on the concept of historic environment, the England Principles emphasizes a holistic vision and an 

integrated way of thinking. It defines the historic environment as ñall aspects of the environment resulting 

from the interaction between people and places through time, including all surviving physical remains of past 

human activity, whether visible or buried, and deliberately planted or managed floraò. Therefore, the historic 

environment is not a particular category of cultural heritage but an overarching concept, including the entire 

protected heritage in a heritage designation system. The England Principles uses the word ñplaceò to refer to 

ñany part of the historic environment that can be perceived as having a distinct identityò, as more specific 

objects of conservation ï any historic environment is the product of multiple layered places. The term ñplaceò 

represents an attempt to transcend the physical aspects of cultural heritage and to go beyond individual 

heritage sites of specific sizes or categories, advocating the conservation of all features that contribute to a 

sense of place. The concept of historic environment has been introduced to change the traditional 

understanding of cultural heritage. Heritage no longer means individual monuments but can be examined at 

two different levels: the wholeness and diversity of heritage sites as landscapes (macro-level) and the ñlivingò 

features of heritage sites as living spaces (micro-level). 

At the practical level, the English government has proposed three major reform measures for the integrated 

conservation of the historic environment: (1) to combine the original conservation systems into a single 

Register of Historic Sites and Buildings in England (RHSBE), (2) to implement a heritage consent system, 

and (3) to create legislation supported heritage partnership agreements. 

The RHSBE, divided into only two subsystems (national and local)
 8

, will integrate the original heritage 

registration and recording systems and introduce new criteria for the registration of heritage sites. Heritage 

sites that are under the protection of the original systems will be reclassified and managed according to their 

different values, categories, and conditions. That would help to enhance the links among the various 

designation systems and highlight the complexity and wholeness of the historic environment as a 

combination of many interconnected and complementary components or elements. Similarly, a unified 

heritage consent system will simplify the different planning permission requirements set out by the various 

designation systems. For example, the consent application for archaeological sites needs to meet more strict 

standards and requires a longer time to be approved. That kind of application process could not keep up with 

the pace of nowadaysô fast-changing historic environment. By contrast, the consent for listed buildings is 

more flexible and unpredictable. The reform of the consent system will streamline the review and approval 

process, improve the coherence of basic requirements for consent, and highlight the development of targeted 

conservation policies based on Statements of Significance. Heritage partnership agreements were first used 

                                                      

8
 The national RHSBE will include all the existing designation systems for registered historic buildings, designated 

archaeological sites and monuments, registered historic parks and gardens, war sites, and World Heritage Sites. The local 

RHSBE will include conservation areas protected by local governments and historic buildings that are locally registered. 
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for the management of designated monuments and listed buildings and have proved to be helpful in clarifying 

the responsibilities of each party involved, reducing applications for planning permission, and contributing to 

constructive dialogues and collaboration among stakeholders. Such agreements are considered an effective 

way to manage complex historic environments. 

 

In the Canada Guidelines, ñhistoric placeò is still a legal concept that refers to any physical place that the 

federal, provincial, or local governments or other organizations believe has heritage values. Historic places 

include buildings, engineering works, landscapes, archaeological sites, urban districts, villages and farms, and 

other individual cultural heritage sites or groups of such sites. The holistic view of heritage conservation in 

the Canada Guidelines is mainly reflected in its protection of character-defining elements, which include not 

only valuable physical elements such as materials and forms but also non-physical elements like locations, 

spatial organization, functions, and relevant cultural links or significance. The document further divides 

character-defining elements into five major categories: cultural landscapes (including heritage districts), 

archaeological sites, buildings, engineering works (including civil, industrial, and military works), and 

materials. It further defines some of the common features of each category. 

Unlike its English counterpart, the Canada Guidelines discusses the character-defining elements of historic 

places by examining different heritage categories. Since historic places are combinations of all kinds of 

features, such an approach can make abstract heritage character more specific and concrete. When discussing 

cultural landscapes, the document focuses on structural, natural, and non-physical elements of the landscape, 

such as land use, spatial organization, vegetation, and water features. The guidelines on archaeological sites 

examine heritage categories and its environments, such as sites in urban environments, sites underwater, 

industrial sites, sites in protected natural areas, and sites in cultural landscapes. Therefore, this document, 

neither too vague nor too flexible, covers character-defining elements of all types and provides very specific 

guidance for conservation and intervention. 

4. Conservation and Sustainab ility : Managing Change  

In the World Heritage system, UNESCO is concerned about the inextricable links between heritage 

conservation and sustainable development, which has influenced some national conservation principles as 

well. Contemplating conservation and sustainability can help to introduce the concept of intergenerational 

and intra-generational equity into heritage conservation and encourage people to rethink the relationship 

between heritage conservation and utilization. 

The sustainable management of the historic environment is a key concept in the English Principles. Efforts to 

enable conservation to contribute to sustainable development or, in other words, efforts to live within the 

limits of the environment, represent a new perspective on the relationships between the understanding, 

conservation, utilization, and innovation of cultural heritage. Sustaining the Historic Environment: New 

Perspectives on the Future says, ñéour generation has a valid and understandable wish to leave its own 

mark on the environment. Just as we have inherited historic resources from previous generations, so future 

generations will inherit from us the ónewô assets we choose to conserve. We also have an obligation to pass on 

a better, and more widely spread, understanding of the historic environmentéFor this reason, there is a need 
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to use parts of the historic resourceéò
9
 The England Principles expresses a similar view: ñEach generation 

should therefore shape and sustain the historic environment in ways that allow people to use, enjoy and 

benefit from it, without compromising the ability of future generations to do the same é Change in the 

historic environment is inevitable.ò 

Therefore, the England Principles defines conservation as ñthe process of managing change to a significant 

place in its setting in ways that will best sustain its heritage values, while recognizing opportunities to reveal 

or reinforce those values for present and future generationsò. The conservation of the historic environment is 

a long-term, dynamic process of change management. Conservation is needed to preserve the values of the 

historic environment, and appropriate presentation and utilization are required to deepen our understanding of 

those values and enable us to see heritage as a public resource that can create opportunities for wide-ranging 

discussion and play a constructive role in society. Thus, a sustainable historic environment means efforts to 

sustain and strengthen heritage values and strike a balance between conservation/intervention and sustainable 

use. 

A circular view of historic environment management is reflected in every aspect of cultural heritage 

conservation in England, from policies to guidelines. In 2005, English Heritage launched a general policy 

document titled English Heritage Strategy 2005-2010: Making the Past Part of Our Future and identified 

four priorities (understanding, valuing, caring, and enjoying) to ñmake the most effective use of the assets in 

our careò. 10 In recent years, English Heritage has prepared a series of practical guidelines for different 

stages and objects of conservation (see Table. 1). Therefore, the England Principles is actually comprised of 

several sets of guidelines with different objectives and focuses. Building on the general conservation 

principles established in the 2008 England Principles, those new guidelines have created more detailed 

management requirements and more specific operational processes so that the various steps and technicalities 

of heritage conservation can be better regulated and controlled. 

The emphasis of the England Principles on change management is also reflected in its flexible conservation 

and intervention measures. According to the document, an intervention measure will be acceptable if it 

increases peopleôs understanding of history, presents or enhances the values of a site, and generates more 

benefits than it causes harm. Apart from common intervention measures like routine management and 

maintenance, periodic renewal, intervention, repair, new work, and alteration, two flexible new measures are 

also included in the England Principles: integrating conservation with other public interests and enabling 

development. The latter applies to development projects that do not fulfil planning permission requirements 

but can be approved as exceptions because of the public benefits they can generate. Such a project can only  

be approved if it can deliver significant public benefits and meet all the following requirements:
11

 

 

                                                      

9
 English Heritage. Sustaining the Historic Environment: New Perspectives on the Future. [M]//The heritage reader, 

Edited by Graham Fairclough, Rodney Harrison, John H. Jameson Jnr., John Schofield, Routledge. 2008:317. 

10
 English heritage. English Heritage Strategy 2005-2010: Making the Past Part of Our Future. 

http://www.helm.org.uk/upload/pdf/final_strategy_doc_tagged.pdf 

11
 English Heritage. Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic 

Environment. [EB/OL]. (2008) [2012-10-25]. 

http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/professional/advice/conservation-principles/ConservationPrinciples/:62. 
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Table. 1 English Heritageôs major guidelines for the conservation of the historic environment 

Understanding Valuing Caring Enjoying 

  2006 

Guidance on the 

management of 

conservation areas 

 

 2007  

Listed Building Selection 

Guides 

  

  2008 

Conservation Principles: 

Policies and Guidance for 

the Sustainable 

Management of the 

Historic Environment 

 

Enabling development and 

the Conservation of 

Significance Places 

 

  2009 

The Protection & 

Management of World 

Heritage Sites in England 

 

2010 

Understanding Place: 

Guidelines on assessing 

historic areas 

   

 2011 

Seeing History in the View 

Analysing: the significance 

of heritage in views for 

planning 

 Introductions to 

Heritage assets 

overviews of 

different types of 

archaeological 

asset 

 2012  

Good Practice Guide for 

Local Heritage Listing 

2012 

The Setting of Heritage 

Assets: Guidance on 

managing change in the 

setting of buildings and 

archaeological sites 
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a. it will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting; 

b. it avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place;  

c. it will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its continued use for a 

sympathetic purpose;  

d. it is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place, rather than the 

circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price paid;  

e. sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source;  

f. it is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum necessary to secure the 

future of the place, and that its form minimizes harm to other public interests;  

g. the public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such enabling development 

decisively outweighs the disbenefits of breaching other public policies. 

It was not until 1999 that the first ñenabling developmentò projects were launched. Only a limited number of 

such projects have been approved, so it remains to be seen whether enabling development will be truly 

effective in practice. Most of the approved projects are intended to address the damage of rapid urbanization 

to the historic environment or the lack of public funding for conservation. As their impact is properly 

managed and guided, they are encouraged to use heritage sites for different purposes. 

An example of enabling development is the 29 new buildings near Henbury House in Dorset, a Grade II* 

Listed Building. They were built in an area where such construction activity would have otherwise been 

forbidden. The designs, heights, and materials of the new buildings show respect to the historic environment, 

and the economic benefits they have generated will be used for the repair and maintenance of the historic 

building in the long term. 

 

Fig. 3 The new constructions and the historic buildings of Henbury House, Dorset 

However, such projects, which might not be able to obtain planning permission without the ñenabling 

developmentò provision, are bound to affect heritage values. The evaluation of their negative impact is 

largely dependent on the judgment of local governments, property owners, and management agencies as well 

as public participation and oversight. The procedure for reviewing and approving such projects can be very 



International Principles and Local Practice of Cultural Heritage Conservation 

 104 

flexible. Although the England Principles stipulates that an enabling development project should ñnot 

materially harm the heritage values of the place or its settingò, it is more difficult to evaluate its damage to 

the setting than its physical harm to the place itself. As the heritage conservation community is increasingly 

concerned about the settings of heritage sites, such principles seem not to be able to strengthen conservation 

requirements. 

The Canada Guidelines also emphasizes the importance of scientific and rigorous decision-making. A proper 

decision-making process, according to the document, is composed of three steps: (1) to determine the values 

and character-defining elements of a heritage site, (2) to select an appropriate treatment (preservation, 

rehabilitation, or restoration), and (3) to establish operational guidelines using a ñrecommendò and ñnot 

recommendò format after taking into account the identified character-defining elements and treatment 

method. 

The structure of the Canada Guidelines, like its English counterpart, highlights the relationship between 

heritage conservation and sustainable development. Incorporating the unique character of Canadaôs heritage, 

the document pays extra attention to the combination of conservation systems for natural and cultural heritage 

as well as intangible cultural heritage such as the lifestyles, modes of production, customs, and folk arts of 

aboriginal peoples in Canada. This approach is also reflected in the character-defining elements framework 

for cultural landscapes in the document. The 2003 version lists the following elements for the conservation of 

cultural landscapes: land patterns, spatial organization, visual relationships, circulation, vegetation, landforms, 

water features, and built features. Apart from those elements, the revised Canada Guidelines includes three 

new ones: evidence of land use, evidence of traditional practices, and ecological features. It advocates efforts 

to strengthen protection for the character-defining elements of cultural landscapes through the integral 

conservation of regional ecosystems and the continuation of traditional cultures. 

The Montmorency Falls Park, for instance, was first protected as a scenic spot for its natural beauty. Yet, in 

the 1990s, it started to be seen as a cultural landscape. The site bears evidence of agricultural and industrial 

activities from different periods, including 17
th
 century agricultural settlements, 18

th
 century farmhouses, 19

th
 

century industrial facilities, and archaeological sites. Viewed through the lens of the revised Canada 

Guidelines, the park is valuable because it boasts splendid scenery, bears evidence of human history, and 

serves as a tourist attraction. The document also points out that conservation needs to consider the 

preservation of the local ecosystems, the protection of built environments related to industrial and agricultural 

activities, and heritage features that need to be strengthened for better visitor experience (including 

transportation, important sightseeing spots, and views).  

  

Fig. 4 The Montmorency Falls Park, Canada 
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5. Communal Value and Public Participation  

When the historic environment contains numerous heritage sites and becomes unprecedentedly large, 

effective heritage conservation and management will  largely depend on a sustainable, broad-based 

collaboration mechanism. The key to such a mechanism is to engage local governments, communities, private 

organizations, and individuals in conservation practices on a larger scale. Therefore, the England Principles 

proposes the concept of communal value ï the fourth type of heritage value besides evidential, historical, and 

aesthetic value. Communal value comes from people who relate to a place and collective experience and 

memory. It can be divided into three categories: commemorative and symbolic value, social value, and 

spiritual value. Social value is connected with places that are perceived as a source of identity, distinctiveness, 

social interaction, and coherence. 

The concept of communal value echoes the inclusive decision-making process advocated by the European 

Landscape Convention. It seeks to end the long-standing domination of cultural elites over heritage 

conservation, dispel the misconception that conservation is only a specialized technical endeavor, and 

promote conservation as a social activity that facilitates consensus and identity building. As a specific 

measure for enhanced multi-stakeholder participation, heritage partnership agreements are increasingly 

important and have been codified into the draft Heritage Protection Bill. 

6. Direction of the Development of Heritage Conservation Principles and 

Implications for China  

The England Principles and the Canada Guidelines both take into consideration the unique character of their 

countriesô cultural heritage, draw on international conservation theories, rethink the values of cultural heritage 

sites, and examine how integral heritage protection and management can relate to sustainable development, 

public participation, and other issues. The England Principles adopts the concept of historic environment as it 

downplays Englandôs complicated designation and categorization mechanisms and highlights the 

interconnectedness of the constituent parts of the integral conservation system. Emphasizing that cultural 

heritage is a public resource, it seeks to guide and control the whole conservation process through a series of 

principles and promote more dynamic management measures. However, as some experts point out, the 

England Principles provides overly diverse interpretations of some practical issues and is thus extremely 

flexible. By contrast, the more pragmatic Canada Guidelines recommends a standard procedure and takes full 

account of the different types of historic places. It also highlights the unique character of Canadaôs cultural 

heritage, balances natural and cultural heritage elements, and pays attention to the links between the physical 

dimensions of cultural heritage and the living cultural traditions, modes of production, and lifestyles of 

various localities. 

The increasing diversity, size, and number of Chinese cultural heritage sites are forcefully propelling the 

transformation of the countryôs heritage conservation methods. The revision of the China Principles could 

draw on the England Principles and the Canada Guidelines in the following aspects: 

1) Cultural heritage conservation should focus on the characteristics of different categories of heritage sites 

and take an integrated view emphasizing the links among separate components of cultural heritage. 
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2) The diversity of cultural heritage values should be respected, including not only historical, scientific, and 

artistic values but social, spiritual, and economic values. Cultural heritage conservation plays an 

important role in regional sustainable development as a prudent mode of development that can preserve 

cultural features. 

3) Apart from appropriate engineering technologies, change management that is guided by processes and 

centered on control is also an important part of cultural heritage conservation. Building on the existing 

general principles, we should prepare more targeted guidelines based on the process of conservation and 

management and the unique characteristics of different heritage categories. Thus, cultural heritage 

conservation can be guided in a more systematic manner. 

4) The decision-making process should be supported by more public participation and cross-organizational 

collaboration. A better-regulated operational environment can be created through the revision of national 

laws and regulations and conservation principles. 
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Expanding the Definition of the Cultural Heritage ̔Using 

International Instruments for Protection, Management, and  

Conservation  

 

Joseph KING 

 

ABSTRACT 

Over the past 40 years, there has been a tendency to expand definitions of culture heritage to 

include an ever widening group of objects, places, and practices that are creations of human 

culture. This expanding definition of heritage comes from a better understanding of a variety of 

factors including: the diversity of heritage in regard to different cultures, regions, beliefs, and 

practices; the need to incorporate setting and context in order to fully understand heritage values; 

the need to involve more people and more communities in the heritage conservation process.As a 

result, the international community has developed a number of normative instruments to help 

countries better protect this ever expanding heritage. These include conventions (eg. the 2003 

Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage), recommendations (eg. the 2011 

Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape), charters, (eg. the 2011 Joint ICOMOS ï 

TICCIH Principles for the Conservation of Industrial Heritage Sites, Structures, Areas and 

Landscapes) and programmes (eg. ICCROMôs Living Heritage programme). This paper will 

attempt to look at a number of the international normative instruments that have been developed 

in the last 40 years, to better understand their implications for the protection of the cultural 

heritage at the international, national, local levels. The paper will look at how these instruments 

can be used to manage the growing corpus of cultural heritage, and perhaps more importantly, 

how they can be put into an integrated framework that helps rather than hinders management and 

conservation.   
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The issues of material authenticity and intang ible aspects of 

heritage value: Case study in Japan  

 

Nobuko INABA 

 

ABSTRACT 

Observing the current trend of heritage concept discussions covering the new areas such as 

intangible heritage and cultural landscapes, modern heritage conservation practices and their 

supporting doctrines and legal systems that have been developed almost over two centuries since 

the 19th century are now in the stage to be revisited and reconfirmed if necessary. The experts at 

the conservation worksites or in the town offices for advice and permissions are now facing the 

situation to make difficult decisions to deal with the widened goals of heritage conservation. The 

international systems such as the World Heritage Convention, Intangible Cultural Heritage 

Convention as well as the Memory of the World program of UNESCO and others are accelerating 

these movements by the public which are celebrating these "brands", misunderstanding their 

systems and purposes (is this only in East Asia?). On the one hand while we are trying to respect 

material authenticity, reconstructions are to be permitted as spiritual expression of heritage or just 

as ways of presentations. Taking Japan as a case study from architectural conservation to 

intangible heritage promotion, the speaker would like to ask questions to the experts gathered here 

regarding the current understanding of our profession and its future. 
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