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The explosion in the demands of contemporary society and
their impingement on the historic environment have sparked
activities, concem and controversy on the place of cultural
heritage in the value systems of the twentieth century world.
The Venice Charter was set forth as the comerstone of
international principles regarding the historic environment
barely more than a decade ago. 11Iese very principles are now
under vigorous criticism. The cause is clear; technological
change and concepts of the historic environment have
multiplied with such force that the Charter provides fewer
and fewer answers to demands for guiding principles under

thesenewconditions.11Iesolution, however, isnotsoapparent.
As camps form to press one view or another for inclusions,
revisions and expansions 1 will make a radical proposai. Let
us preserve the Venice Charter as an historic monument.

Abstract

The Venice Charter has provided a set of guiding principles
for the protection of ,historic monuments and sites since its
adoption in 1964 at the Second International Congress of
Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments. That
meeting expanded and further advanced those concepts set
forth in the Athens Charter of 1931 which had, in effect, 1ed
to the development of major institutions for international
activity in the cultural field.

ln recent years, increasing interest in the protection of
historic quarters and sites has led some experts to propose that
the Venice Charter might weIl be expanded or changed
further to :reflect the broader interests in historic conservation
which have continued to emerge over the past decade.

The author discusses the pros and cons of this argument
by conducting a critical review of the Venice Charter in order
to point out why and in what respects the charter is now
effective and ineffective. After a general evaluation of the
charter, each article of the charter is exarnined through a set

of examples.
ln conclusion the author states that the explosion in

contemporary activities and the growing interest in
conservation make it difficult to write another charter which
win be as comprehensive and effective as the Venice Charter
has been. Thus, he concludes that the Charter should be
preserved as it stands, as an historic monument itself. The
Charter' s approach in itself may represent a form of idealism
whichhas little place in a discipline.

The Background

When the International Congress of Architects and
Technicians ofHistoric Monuments met in Venice in 1964 to
"review the Athens Charter, that Charter, accepted in 1931,
was thirty-three years old. Only ten years have elapsed since
the Venice Charter was prepared and proclaimed at the
meeting but it is already under even more serious attack. ln
fact, there are even proponents of changing the Charter
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altogether. Consequently, a ne-w Charter was prepared on the
occasion of the. European Cultural heritage Year' which was
directed to the members of the Council of Europe. Why is the
Venice Charter considered inadequate? What factors have
producedthis attaCk after such a short period of acceptance?
This is the place to discuss them by reviewing the Charter
itself.

The authors of the Venice Charter without a doubt
performed a tour de force at the time. Following the meeting
most countries incolporated its principles into their own
nationallaws and regulations: a significant indicator of wide
approbation. Recent reactions however show that the Venice
Charter does not completely meet the demands of
contemporary society .

Proponents and critics ( opponents) of the Charter may be
grouped in general into three separate camps. One defends the
Venice Charter as it stands. ln this camp are also those who
defend the Charter with the condition that regional Charters
forman adjunctto the presentdocument. The second proposes
changing those articles which fail to meet current demands
and introducing supplementary articles to complete it. The
third insists that a new charter be prepared to replace the
Venice Charter altogether.

The Challenge to the Charter

What lies behind this controversy? Why does such a vocal
majority argue for change, favour updatingand want this to
be accomplished as speedily as possible? One reason may lie
in the Charter' s very success. The Venice Charter has been
disserninated and has become known on a scale that far
surpasses that experienced during the years following the
preparation of the Athens Charter.

International meetings bearwitness to the way the tendency
to conserve historic monuments has spread.

The Congress where the Venice Charter was developed
represented only the second international meeting of
technicians and architects concerned with historic monuments
followihg a flfSt meeting in Paris in 1957. After the Venice
meeting a series ofinternational andnational meetings focused
their attention on the historic environment and thus opened
the way to an increasingly rich, critical evaluation of the
concepts of the historic monument and their place in
contemporary societies. One could compile a large catalogue
listing only those meetings organized by UNESCO, the
responsible organ of the U~ted Nations in this area, as well
asregional;national, local orprivate groups.ICOMOS formed
as a result of the Venice meeting and encompassing 57
member countries, has playeda particularly central role in all
these meetings. ICOMOS possesses virtually no budget of its
own, but nevertheless has performed a catalytic function. Its
growth and influence itself warrant close evaluation.

The compass, intensity of work, and diversity qf these
meetings have already reached far beyond the principles of
the Vellice Charter. It is probable that much of the insistence
on change has originated in these meetings. Earlier, European
countries formed the core of these activities but today in terms
of the number of p'articipants, interest, and actual work
undertaken the compass has spread fàr beyond Europe. A
range in natural and climatic condItions, CUlturâl, econornic

and social differences have provoked a variety of issues,
applications, results and in short, a variety of views. In
addition technical advances and the possibilities forwidespread
application have led to a new set of circumstances. This has
heightened concern. Concern about the destructive forces of
modernization, and its accompanying industrial effluent and
air pollution which even threaten human life, have combined
with and intensified the concern about the protection of
monuments and sites.

The geographical regionrepresented by a groupof scholars
and technicians who wrote the Venice Charter is a narrowly
defined one. A large majority of the participants at the
meeting as weil as those who drafted the Charter represented
European countries.

Twenty three of the people who drafted the Charter, were
representatives of international organizations; seventeen of
the twenty threeparticipants were Europeans. Of the remaining
three, one was Tunisian, one Peruvian and theother aMexican.
It is natural that the Venice Meeting, which represents the
beginning of International Relations in this field, should have
been heavily influenced by European attitudes and views. It
is natural ta accept this situation. When criticizing the Venice
Charter, however, one should keep this influence in mind.

It is now easier to criticize the Venice Charter because the
subjecthas spread and grown more diversified since 1964 and
has also reflected the viewpoint of only a specific group. For
those outside attitudes and traditions accepted in Europe,
evaluation is even easier. They can see the contradictions in
the basic principles of the Charter, (especially when those
principles are examined not as a whole but as they have been
applied in one case after another). Inadequacy is apparent not
only in compass but in concepts.

If the VeniceCharter'sinadequacy has becomestrikingly
apparent in only a brief ten years then we must be especially
cautious when directly addressing the question of how the
subjectis likelyto develop if ourcriticisms are to beconstructive
ones. For ~f its principles are to be meaningful they must
incorporate not only the results of recent experiences but also
take into account concepts and scope which are likely to
emerge with new developments.

One of tbe necessary features for effective principles is,
for them to be general guidelines rather than weighed down
with details and specifications. This forces principles to
remain general and to avoid the cut arid dried expressions of
laws. Those who have wanted to use the Venice charter as
laws have been disillusioned.

The Venice Charter must be evaluated and understood as
a whole. Instead each of its articles has often been taken and
interp~ted separately and this has led in many cases to
contiadictory applications. Unlike a law, each article cannot
be taken out of its context.

Another practical deficiency should be remembered. the
original French version when translated into English, Spanish
and Russian produced differences in interpretation, deviation
and deficiencies in the second languages. For example, we
haveidentified four or fivedifferent versions of the Venice
Charter in Turkish,each produced by a different translator
and each translatedfrom a different language; ~ll show clear
differences in exp'anation andunderstanding. In fact, there
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clearly felt primarily in the implementation of conservation
projects. It makes it manifest that assistance frorn branches of
science and technologymust be actively soughtin the solution
of conservation problems. As such it cornes out squarely
against those who opposed the notion that the field could have

a scientific and technological dimension.

Aim:

Article 3 The intention in conserving and restoring
mo7!uments is to safeguard them no less as works
of art than as historical evidence.

This article evolved after considerable debate and
represents a major change in viewpoint. ln a sense it opposes
giving special weight in the evaluation and classification of
historical monuments to their artistic aspects, their beauty,
uniqueness and aesthetic qualities. Art and history are given
equal weight in the evaluation and there is an effort to create
a balance between the two. This is an effort to terminate the
long disagreement between those who value a structure
primarily for its aesthetic qualities, (architects, restorers,
aestheticians, conservators, etc.). and those who value a

monument largely for its historical qualities (archaeologists,
art historians and historians ). The incorporation of this article
in our opinion, has led to a new stage in conservation.

The articles handled below and divided in the Charter into
the subheadings 'Restoration' and 'Conservation' are in fact
difficult to distinguish frorn each other. We shall handle thern
as listed in the Charter. Under the heading 'Conservation'
thereare fivearticles which give asetofconceptual principles,
required features for decision-making and approaches. The
five articles under 'Restoration' ad dresses principles for
implementation, general matters at a technical level and

methodology.

Conservation:

Article 4 It is essential to the conservation of monuments
that they be maintained on a pennanent basis.

This article stresses a principle whose validity is definite
and here to stay. The only solution is the continued protection
of a monument and maintenance measures forits conservation.
Conservation measUres following restoration must be a part
of alI programs and projects. Those restoration projects which
do not provide for maintenance frequently fail to conserve, or

worse, cause actual damage.
Article 5 The conservation of monuments is always

facilitated by making use of them for some socially
useful purpose. Such use is therefore desirable but
it must not change the lay-out or decoration of the

building.
It is within these limits only that modifications
de1nQnded by a change of function should be
envisaged and may be pennitted.

It is clearthatfor amonulnent to survive it must take arole
in the function of society .ln order to ensure their existence
monuments mu&t be assigned or provided with a function.
The conservation projects thernselves determine the way in
whichthe monument win be used. When decisions on functions
are made, the conservator, technicianand administratorshould
seek assistance from other fields inorder to determiné the set

are observable differences between the original French and
the English version, and these are known to have increased

stiIl further in the Russian text.
ln general we observe throughout the Charter an effort to

prevent general errors made in implementation prior to 1960,
to make up for inadequacies, and to address current issues.
This is noticeable in the main headings on definitions, aim,
conservation, restoration, historic sites, archaeological
excavations and publications as weIl as in each one of the

individual articles.

De./initions :

Arlicle 1 The concept of an historic monument embraces
not only the sing le architectural work but also the
urbanor rural setting in which isfound the evidence
of a parlicu~ar civilisation, a significant
development or a historic event. This applies not
only to great works of arl but also to more modest
works of the past which have acquired cultural
significance with the passing of time.

Arlicle 2 The conservation and restoration of monuments
must have recourse to ali the sciences and
techniqueswhich can contribute to the study and
safeguarding of the architectural heritage.

These first two articles under the heading of 'Definitions ,

in the Venice Charter areexamples that stress the reparation
of supposed inadequacies and the inclusion of new

characteristics.
Perhaps it would have been more appropriate to calI the

section which includes these two articles not 'Definitions' but
'Completions' or 'Prelirninary' Principles. ln fact, the f1fSt
article of the Charter rather than addressing the questions of
what constitutes a historic monument proceeds on the
assumption that this definition is simply taken for granted and
lists the features missing in this definition. The intention may
have been to proceed from these separate characteristics to the
whole.1f this was the intention, no claim can be advanced for

its success.
The definition develops a conceptual approach which is

believed either to exist or, if not, should exist. The
monumentality of a single structure is put down as a concept
and then visual extensions are added to the concept to
encompass urban and rural settlements. Arnong the values
introduced to this more multifaceted definition of amonument
is the notion that ii should show evidence of a particular
civilisation, be part of a historical development or event. It
does not stop here, however. Aniong the deficiencies of the
concept of an historic monumenta new quality is stressed in

the second sentence of the definition.
The former emphasis on the visual appearance of pomp

and splendour in a monument when assigning it value should
be put aside. Not just magnificent and clearly important
structures, but modest buildings and clusters of buildings

have a place in this definition.
Placing Article 2 in the section on 'Definitions', at the

head of the Charter was a sound rnove. The role of science and
teChnology in the conservation of cultural property had
previously been neglected and relegatedto a corner pQsition.
This definition ad dresses the deficiencies whicb bad been
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of functions which can take place and survive in the building
as part of a larger societal set ting. This article is restricted to
orienting some intervention and remains somewhat obscure.
It is consequently limited and inadequate.

It is obvious in the article that the refunctioning of a
structure must not affect its layout, plan or decoration. Onthe
other hand, in order to avoid the dangers in wholesale
refunctioning it points out that changes maybe made in
ftmction and achieved with some ease as long as the structure
is not put under necessary stress.

The article does not make it clear , however, that it applies
to cases where the structures themselves have already lost
their original function. ln the event that the monument
maintains its original function, then it is assumed that it will
continue to do so and thus this was not inserted in the article.
One should recall that there are efforts, usually unrealistic, to
restore the old functions to a lIÎonument. The contradiction
between proposing a new function and forcing the resumption
of an old function weakens this article. This contradiction
may be witnessed frequently in Turkey when functions are
debated after the restoration of Ottoman baths (hamam) and
caravanarais (kervansaray) which had long ago fallen into
disuse.

Article 6 Theconse1Vationofamonumentimpliesprese1Ving
a setting which is not out of scale. Wherever the
traditional setting exists, it must be kept. No new
construction, demolition or modification which
would alter the relation of mass and colour must
be allowed.

This article reflects one of the features that has èmerged
from the rejection of protecting monuments as separate
entities and the acceptance that the monument must be
evaluated as a part of a larger environment. But the article
certainly does not offer a clear-cut solution. In fact the issue
of protecting the monument with its environment was partly
transferred to the next article.

We have witnessed a variety of standards for the area to
be protected around a monument ranging from 10,50,500
meters, etc. Just as each monument represents a separate
problem, so does the environment which surrounds it.lt soon
became obvious thatto setlegal standards for acircumference
around a historic area was not a solution because of the great
variation between different historic settings. A general
approach was thus deemed preferable and if there was a
historic environment surrounding the moment it was to be
kept as it stood. It opposes any destruction; new construction
or reorganization that would disturb the harmony of colou(s
and the environment as an aggregate whole.

Here terms such as the 'breakdown ofharmony' and the
'scaleofthestructure' are notresolvedand this naturally1eads
to contradictions in implementation.

Article 7 A monument is inseparable from the history to
which it bears witness and from the setting in
which it occurs.

The moving ofall orpartofa monumentcannot be
allowed ~xcept where the safeguarding of thar
monument dematids it or where it is jùstified by
national or international interests of paramount

importance.

A separate article was devoted to the monument in its
setting because of the recent importance of this issue. There
had also been a rising number of examples of moving
monuments from one locatiofi to another. ln particular , the
construction of the High A swan Dam and the international
campaign launched to save the monuments to be flooded by
its waters had international reverberations. Efforts of this kind
turned into an international competition and somewhat
influenced the formulation of this article.

Criticism arose not only overthe relocation of monuments,
such as those at Abu Simbel, which were removed from the
lake area to other locations in Egypt but even more so over
those temples that were taken to other countries; the results
were neither satisfyingnorencouraging. At the VeniceMeeting
arguments over this project were intense and the situation
gained such importance as to lead to the insertion of a special
article for such cases.

Article 8 Items of sculpture, painting or decoration which
form an integral part of a monument may only be
removedfrom itifthis is the sole means ofensuring
their preservation.

Article 8 is difficult to consider separately from the
preceding article; the decorative pieces of a monument are
hardly to be thought of as independent entities. Again we are
confronted with developments in the implementation of
conservation projects.

ln Europe, in particular , there had been a growing number
of cases where the statuary and decorative reliefs of churches
had beco:me serious conservation questions because of the
ravages of time and air pollution. The decoration especially
on the exterior of these structures had been subject to
deterioration and, in the face of no other solution for the
protection of the stone in situ, many items had been removed
and stored in depotsordisplayed in museums while the empt;y
spaces they leit behind were filled by copies. There has been
virtually a competition in the development and application of
techniques for this operation. As little progress was made in
a scientific solution for halting the deterioration of stone in
situ and as removal solutions grew increasingly numerous
and widespread, the writers of the Charter felt they had to
draw a hard line expeditiously. This strengthened the focus of
the Charter on current issues but damaged its period of
validity as the fashion itself passed.

This article completed the listing of conceptual principles
for the conservation of monuments and acceptable methods
for their application. Methods for restoration are then listed in
five articles. These may be viewed as the main lines to be
followed in conservation work: the bases for projects or their

implementation.

Restoration:

Article 9 The process ofrestoration is ahighly specialized
operation. Its aim is to preserve and reveal the
aesthetic and historic value ofthe 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 mort:over any extra work which is
indispensable must be distinct from the
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architectural composition and almost bear a
contemporary stamp. The restoration in any case
must be preceded and followed by an
archaeological and historical study of the
monument.

The first sentence proposes the acceptance of a principle.
It insists that conservation requires knowledge of a special
quality , comprises a discipline and a separate profession.
Those who lack this knowledge and experience, no matter
how weIl placed their intentions, are not in a position to
undertake and succeed in a restoration project. This is stin an
object of contention. Individuals with different professional
preparation and lacking any pmctical experiences in the
discipline continue to undertake the restomtion of historic
monuments in many countries. It is natural to find that the
bitter results of such projects became the targets of special
emphasis in this first principle.

For some reason it was deemed necessary that a bmnch of
expertise should be stressedonce again when it came to the
objectives of application. Highlighting historic and aesthetic
values together was to draw attention to the respect for
conservation and the need to keep away from partial, amateur
solutions. The basic objective here was to defend values as a
whole and to press for projects based on realistic and
dependable documentation of original material. The intention
was to bring ahaltimmediately to additions during restoration
since the time of Vionet-le-Duc which were not based on
existing evidence.

While transfers by hypothesis, imputations, the probability
of resemblance to other examples have been one of the most
interesting aspects of actual projects, they have also proved to
be especially rnisleading and damaging. There is a patent
desire to avoid this. If additions and the completion of
stI;uctures cannot be prevented for technical and aesthetic
reasons, the article definitely prescribes the way these should
be handled. The features required are simple. Additions to the
structure should be easily visible and should bear the stamp of
the period when they were made. The documentation of work
should be carried out before, during and afterrestomtionwith
archaeological and historical investigations. It is stressed that
restoration is clearly a category distinct from the interventions
performed on other structures.

Article 10 Where traditional techniques prove inadequate,
the consolidation of a monument can be achieved
by the use ofany modem technique for conservation
and construction, the efficacy ofwhich has been
shown by scienti.fic data and proved by experience.

Technique referred to in the second Article of the Charter
is repeated once again here. Definitions as they relate to
implementation are also repeated in the preceding article.
Here, however, they focus on details. After priority has been
given to traditional techniques and they have ,been found
unsatisfactory , then it is I>ermissible to turn to modem
techniques. It is expected, however, that the preference for
mOdern techniques of intervention win be backed up by
scientific and experimental evidence. Damage by the
application of modern techniques without a pretesting of
traditional ones bas been witnessedin one restoration project
after another. The mostprominent examplë isthe Parthenon


