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PREFACE 
The Louisbourg Restoration Project (1961‑1982) was unique in the history of Canadian reconstruction In particular, the multi‑disciplinary approach that it observed in the decision making process was a departure from previous practice. In an attempt to cement together this unusual alliance, the project placed a common goal before the different groups: each was to contribute to an accurate as possible, partial rebuilding of 18th-century Louisbourg. 

To achieve total authenticity would have been to replicate, 100 percent accurately and without any exceptions, the line, level and fabric of structures and landscapes slated for reconstruction. As a working principle, however, few regarded such a concept as realistic. More important to the course of future events was the project's decision to adhere to a less dogmatic benchmark that called for rebuilding as accurately as possible. Being a general standard, and without detailed definition, compliance with it unfortunately only served to personalize the meaning of authenticity, and then to congeal the various views around certain factions. 

As a result, not one but rather many meanings for what constituted an authentic product were to come to the surface. Contributing to this confusion, the authenticity standard allowed for modern intrusions, normally in hidden places. At any time, for reasons of cost, sound engineering and public safety, compromise was always a possibility, to the degree deemed necessary. Without any measurable standard to limit the extent of such interventions, the only control in these instances was the exercise of common sense within the context of rebuilding Louisbourg as accurately as possible. 

In essence, then, what constituted an acceptable level of compromise for rebuilt Louisbourg became the battlefield. At one extreme of the authenticity question were those whose first instinct was to try to minimize the number and effect of such interventions. At the other end were those who felt comfortable with compromise as a necessary evil. With all of them vying for the ear of their superior, political pragmatism proved to be the decision maker in the end. Louisbourg was to be rebuilt within budget; productivity was to be the measure; compromise the tool. 

From the beginning of the project to the present day, the research component has been both the guardian of the historical record and the project's most vocal critic concerning compromise. On occasion, it has even convinced the decision makers to permit it time to gather pertinent evidence to ensure historical correctness. Ironically, such proposals provided the opportunity for some to reproach the historical programme with the charge that it was slowing down the progress of reconstruction. This action even though Research was clearly adhering to its assigned mandate. 

Since 1961 it has been motherhood to state that the key to accuracy was research and that the work in progress was "authentic." In reality, however, both claims were illusory because of the need to compromise. For this reason, the project frequently chose not to apply the factual evidence that Research had supplied. 

Discovering how the project used evidence in reconstructing the Fortress of Louisbourg is to unmask what the operating meaning of authenticity was during the developmental phase. Upon examining it, the maintenance programme can take guidance. By definition, the repair of reconstructed structures and landscapes involves the continual responsibility of being as historically accurate as possible. At the same time, this programme, like that of reconstruction before it, deserves a more precise standard, one with value definitions, for determining an acceptable level of authenticity. 

Otherwise, the former meaning will simply continue the debate as to what constitutes proper compromise. In fact, this dispute may even give rise to a more fundamental questioning of reconstruction philosophy itself, and of the emphasis which reconstruction places upon the need to be historically accurate. As in the past, cost is once again a concern. The Fortress site requires widespread repair, and the bill will be substantial. As these prices become known, the temptation to compromise even further will grow stronger. If such interventions are entertained to any degree, the real danger is that at some point in time any resemblance between 18th-century Louisbourg and its supposed replica will be purely accidental. 


CHAPTER ONE 


THE RAND COMMISSION 
On 6 October 1959 the Government of John G. Diefenbaker appointed the Honourable I.C. Rand as a one man Royal Commission "to enquire and make recommendations upon certain matters pertaining to [the economic crisis in] the Canadian coal industry."
 On 31 August 1960 Judge Rand presented his report. In it, he had included a survey of the Cape Breton mines, their history, their current economic decline, and their poor record of high unemployment levels and persistent labour strife.
 

For Rand, the solution to the island's difficulties lay in the taking of two courses of action. Not surprisingly, one of the strategies, being traditional, was to suggest that government make direct assistance available to Cape Breton's surviving mines to ensure their continued operation.
 The other proposal, however, was less conventional. It, instead, recognized the need "to build up alternative means of productive wealth" in the Sydney‑Glace Bay‑Louisbourg area.
 Here, where the mines dominated the local economy, the threat of further reductions in the volume of coal to be brought to the surface for sale was real. To reduce this reliance upon a single extractive industry, Rand thought that Cape Bretoners should, instead, more fully exploit the natural, historical and cultural assets of the island.
 Some of the resources that came immediately to his mind included forestry, sport fishing, animal husbandry, and tourism. 

Of the sixteen recommendations in the report, two directly addressed the issue of "introducing new wealth into Cape Breton."
 The first proposed the establishment of a Trade School and a Vocational School in the Sydney area to provide the youth with a "means to become skilled in the techniques of today."
 The second was as follows: 

That beginning not later than in the year 1961 work on a scheme of reconstructing the ruins of the Fortress of Louisbourg as an historic site be commenced and that it be carried through to an appropriate completion; that assistance be given to the Government of Nova Scotia in completing a modern highway between Louisbourg and Point Tupper as incidental to the reconstruction of the site; that at the same time measures be taken to exploit fully the attraction possibilities of the Cape Breton Highlands National Park; that both projects be planned in substantial dimensions to extend over a period of from 15 to 20 years, during each of which not less than approximately an expenditure of $1,5000,000 will be contemplated.
 

In Rand's own words, "what is proposed will be not only of economic benefit to the island; it will introduce elements to regenerate its life and outlook, dissolve the climate of drabness and let into human hearts and intelligence the light of new interests, hopes and ambitions. Mechanical industry remains uncertain , but there are pursuits of deeper purpose lying within the will and action of people and governments."
 Accordingly, for him a "symbolic reconstruction of the Fortress of Louisbourg" made as much educational as economic sense because of its potential "as a revelation of European life of that century and a reminder of the vicissitudes of North America's development."
 

In reconstructing Louisbourg, Rand thought that "not each item in the total scene ...[had to] appear but sufficient [should] to furnish a comprehensive representation of the material and cultural forms set up in a strange land inviting settlement."
 In other words, he was saying that it was possible to selectively rebuild Louisbourg with enough examples to explain the total of its 18th-century history. Whether Rand held any reservations or foresaw any problems with the concept of reconstruction as an accurate forum for presenting historical evidence, he did not state it in his report. However, as time would prove, the question of authenticity was to become the focal point of much debate among those involved in the Louisbourg project. 

In actual fact, Rand was quite aware of some of the problems which the practical application of historical reconstruction theory could create. However, the high degree of optimism which he encountered in the special studies that he had solicited as background material from the National Parks Branch of the Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources probably whisked away any except the most obvious of possible reservations he may have held.
 For example, according to one of the reports: 

There ... [were] limitations to the present day reconstruction of works built over two centuries ago. These, however ... [were] not insurmountable because numerous sources of information exist.... Given time for research, information could be gathered ...[to] produce ... a reasonable authentic pattern for the entire restoration both in exterior appearance and in interior appointment. Any deviation then from an authentic restoration would be negligible.
 

The report also maintained that "none of the reconstruction considered to be necessary for the successful restoration of Louisbourg present[ed] ... any difficulty with the exception of certain items of interior furnishing and interior finishes of some buildings .... Prior knowledge ...would resolve all ... building construction difficulties."
 

Even when the report made mention of deviations from the department's stated goal that "the restoration work ... [was] to be done in an authentic manner," it stressed that "all of these deviations ...[were] but minor and of [sic] vital importance to the success of the restoration."
 Some examples of the compromises which the authors of the report thought were necessary included the placing of [visible] fire hydrants, the substitution of portland cement for a weaker lime mortar, mild steel [for wrought iron], and the introduction of hidden modern techniques such as a water distribution system, drainage, pilings, reinforced concrete footings, gravel fills, membrane water proofings, and wooden materials pressure treated with preservatives.
 To the authors, the application of the "techniques and skills of modern engineering science" in such instances were "essential for good and lasting results."
 In fact, they concluded, 

Truly the work proposed will be stronger and better built than the original. It will be built as envisaged by the early designers, of them as of men today their grasp exceeded their reach. Too, the Fortress will be built as was seen by the attackers, as a strong and formidable redoubt. It will be a true restoration.
 

This general optimism can also be found in the author's proposed definition of in an "authentic manner" as the guiding principle for rebuilt features. As they wished to clarify, 

It is believed the restoration should be a replica of the original works and so true or authentic in manner that it will achieve genuine respect from all who visit and appreciate such work. The temptation to make concessions for speed or convenience will exist, particularly so if the problem to be solved, or the information to be gathered, is particularly difficult. This tendency must be resisted and much will be done to reinforce the desire for a really true restoration if thorough and persistent research is continued prior to, and throughout the building program. In the common sense interest of the project, compromise with a true and fixed definition of work as was originally done, will be necessary to ensure stability, long life and minimize maintenance. However, deviation from the principle of replica should not detract from the original appearance, nor should the visitors' pleasure be spoiled by construction components that are obviously not in true perspective.
 

While admitting that historical compromise might be necessary on occasion , the authors of the report were hopeful that "all work ... [could] be done with a high degree of skill and of such workmanship as to provide a first class product of long life expectancy ... [and that] hand labour ... [could] be used in preference to machines wherever practical throughout the project."
 They also felt that it was essential to maintain the [historical] "environment or atmosphere of the restoration .... In a sense intangible...," a proper environment, to their mind, had "to resemble the original ... be of original type ..." and be void of "incongruous" or "extraneous" features like "parking facilities within the fortress " or like the existing 1930's museum, whenever there was a "practical alternative."

 Unlike Rand's suggested plan for a partial reconstruction, the recommendation that came out of the Department was for a "reasonably complete restoration" spread over 20 years. At an estimated cost of 40 million dollars, this was substantially higher than the amount which Rand's had suggested in his proposed construction schedule.
 While the authors of the two reports were no doubt convinced that their respective funding levels were sufficient to achieve their own particular reconstruction goals, they cautioned, nevertheless, that they had based their figures on at least two important assumptions.

 The first was that "labour and material costs ... [would] not increase appreciably over the period of [the ] reconstruction."
 The other, interestingly from an historical point of view, was that they had made "no plans for heating the buildings other than ...[by methods] originally used. If more conventional, efficient and positive heating methods ...[were ever] entertained, a substantial sum could be imagined." 


CHAPTER TWO 


DEFINING AUTHENTICITY: FIRST ATTEMPTS 

On 17 June 1961, Prime Minister John G. Diefenbaker rose in the House of Commons to announce a recovery programme for Cape Breton Island. Among his initiatives, the partial reconstruction of the Fortress of Louisbourg perhaps presented the greatest challenge.
 However, as of that date, the Government had not as yet resolved a number of vital questions, including what was to be the final cost for the project itself. Of the other unsettled matters, perhaps one of the most important was that the "Louisbourg Res​toration Project" was about to proceed without any detailed his​torical building guidelines in mind. For example, in one Departmental report, its authors defined an authentic construc​tion as a replicated feature that "resemble[d] the original ...in manner."
 Even further broadening that definition was the report's view that the restoration had to accommodate concealed modern features whenever common sense deemed it necessary for the purposes of stability, longer life, and reduced maintenance. 

Prior to the official announcement of the Louisbourg Restoration Project in the House of Commons , the Minister of Northern Af​fairs and Natural Resources submitted three funding proposals for Cabinet consideration. In his words,

 
On March 31, 1961, I submitted three proposals "A", "B", "C", for the restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg. These proposals would cost roughly $6, $12 and $18 million respectively. The view I expressed last March was that proposal "A" would not vividly recapture the historical lessons of Louisbourg but that proposal "B" would be closer to the mark.
 

Funding considerations and the need to compromise history were, therefore, concepts that coloured the approach to historical reconstruction from the first days of the project. In 1961, those in charge of the restoration regarded modern intrusions as a necessary evil. As a result, their attitude, in the years ahead, towards any lobby, for a precise definition of the meaning of historical accuracy for reconstruction purposes was to be less than enthusiastic. For one thing, such a benchmark could have limited both their financial flexibility to build and the degree to which they could justify historical compromise.

 Consequently, the extent to which developmental and maintenance programmes for Louisbourg skirted historical fact over the next 25 years was to fluctuate widely. The reasons for this inconsis​tent process were many. Besides the fact that the meaning of authenticity was without precise definition, others were budgetary, its level based on whether the economic times in Canada were recessive or buoyant; the existing park's priorities, whether imaginative or cautious; the prevailing local building policy, whether it was being enforced or not; and the decision makers, whether they were history minded or less than sympathetic. 

The critical counterbalance to those who felt comfortable with compromise as a necessary evil were those whose first instinct was to try to minimize the number and effect of such interventions. Among this group, the Historical Research Section was particularly active since its mandate was to discover and disclose fully the true historical record through archaeological and documentary investigations. Although functionally responsible to the Project Manager at Louisbourg, Research was also to work closely with the General Consultant in Ontario.

 In a like manner, the mandate of the General Consultant was "to advise the Director [of the Department] as to the overall and detailed means to be taken for a partial restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg, which shall be as accurate as possible from an archaeological and historical viewpoint."
 As well, the General Consultant was to pre‑approve all construction plans and specifications. Of particular importance, he was to be a signa​ture to "the overall outline master plan for the restoration."

 In September 1961, the General Consultant, Ronald L Way, sub​mitted an initial report on the Louisbourg Restoration Project. His views on what constituted proper restoration principles were decidedly succinct:

 
In the case of a structure, it is the attempt to take it back by rebuilding or repairing to either its original state or to some more desired period in its past history ... for its educational value ... The restored structure ... [is] faithfully presented ... in [its] original condition ... as ... [it] would have appeared at precisely the chosen time.

 As a veteran of the restoration process, Way had already contributed considerable energies to Forts Henry, George and Erie, as well as to Upper Canada Village, by the time he came to work on the Louisbourg project.
 Because of these experiences, his initial report, probably by design, did not give a precise, and hence limiting, meaning for the term authenticity. For him, compromise was the key to a winning restoration team:

 A successful restoration of Louisbourg can only result from the close co‑operation of the Government, the architects, the engineers, the historians and archaeologists, not to mention consultants .... Government officials, responsible to the electorate are justifiably concerned in securing relief of unemployed along with permanent assets in return for the expenditure of crown funds. The architects, indispensable in the preparation of working plan[s] and the effective supervision of construction[,] must perforce restrain their creative instincts and be content with the role of mere copyists for, in historical restorations, there is a limited scope for improvements beyond the ken of the original builders. Modern engineers, on the other hand, specialists in efficient production sometimes have difficulty in comprehending the necessity of cruder and more laborious methods of construction [i.e. the technological advantages of modern construction techniques must be subordinated and men, rather than machines, should be used wherever possible], solely for the attainment of authentic effects. The historians and archaeologists for their part can be oblivious to costs and adamant in their instance on authenticity, even in minor things completely concealed from the public eye. We all have our limitations and it is not always easy to see the forest for the trees. When serious differences of opinion arise, compromise will often be the only practical expedient.
 

Despite Way's penchant that "all of the key personnel engaged upon the Louisbourg restoration possess the ability to compromise and are impressed with the fact that they are members of a team," he strongly maintained that "a comprehensive research programme in both history and archaeology ... [was] the only basis for an authentic restoration of Louisbourg."
 In other words, as Federal and Provincial officials were to carefully point out in a public forum held in the same year, "the mostly important con​sideration ... [behind] the plans for the phased restoration of the 18th Century Fortress and Port of Louisbourg ... was historical accuracy."
 In order to achieve this goal, 

Meticulous historical and archaeological research was being carried out, including a wide search for manuscript material in the archives of several countries, the study of the typical architecture, furniture, interior decoration, equipment and dress of the period and a study of structures of the period still standing in Europe as well as in North America.
 

According to various people and disciplines involved with the project, this need to examine "typical" examples of the period was inevitable given the "missing detail[s] ... essential for an authentic restoration of Louisbourg."
 For some, however, the only problem with indirect evidence seemed to be one of identify​ing precisely "where good judgment, or the typical (from where?) has had to be used as a basis for design due to lack of, or the inconclusiveness of, historical and/or archaeological evidence."
 Simply put, 

If we can "strike a happy medium" by reconstructing this building [barracks of the King's Bastion] true to the period in which it was designed and close to what it looks like in pictures and descriptions, than we have accomplished all we can expect. 

For others, particularly within the Research Section itself, a staid concern with discovering "what actually existed at Louisbourg," elicited a more complex response:

 

The typical is satisfactory as a second choice when research cannot provide more precise information. There is also a danger in relating the observation of isolated facts to specific restoration problems, because information acquired from observation of the typical is valuable only in relation to all other information gleaned from research sources.
 

This effort to devaluate the importance of "typical" evidence reflected the strongly held stance of Research that the aim of the reconstruction project "should be the authentic original, not merely the appearance thereof."
 More importantly, of all its missions, its labours to preserve surviving 18th century walls and similar features in their original locations without taking them down for subsequent reconstruction was to draw the most sym​pathetic support. For example, according to the General Consultant:

That ... whenever walls are found in reasonably good condition, we should investigate the possibility of preserving such walls in their original location i.e. without taking them down. ... Purists in the field of historical restoration fault the Louisbourg project because it is not restoration, in the sense that the Fort Henry job was, but is, perforce, a total reconstruction. Because of such criticism, it is all the more important that we should be able to say, with honesty, that we preserved all that remained.
 

At the same time, the preoccupation of the Research Section with the use of original fabric underscored its claim that project designers should be "obliged to prove that each [concealed modern innovation was] ... absolutely necessary, ie.[sic] that the same results ...[could not] be achieved through another technique."
 In general outlook this position differed little from that of the General Consultant who believed that the degree of historical compromise required in this reconstruction project was dependent upon "what is to be considered the additive," the 18th or the 20th century.
 For his part, "the 20th century ... [was] the undesirable, but necessary, additive.

 By September of 1963, both the senior staff and the general con​sultant on the project had arrived at an understanding on some of the principles of a restoration policy which they hoped the Director of the Department would approve [formally?]. In summary, they proposed that:

 (1) Reconstructed buildings and structures will be authentic with their exteriors allowed to weather naturally and then permanently maintained to reflect their interpreted age (20 to 30 years of age);

 
(2) Such buildings and structures may contain certain desirable interpretive examples of actual 18th century construction (i.e. sections not dismantled and rebuilt) that are structurally sound but only if the cost to do so is reasonable and/or meets the approval of the Director of the Department;

 (3) The standard for determining the reasonable cost of retaining any example of original 18th century construction is:

 (a) to examine all possible combinations of original to rebuilt which are structurally sound,

(b) then to note each type of construction method involved and resulting variation from the original 18th century construction, if any,

( then to compare the presumed current capital and future maintenance costs of each option to the presumed costs of the same feature completely taken apart and reconstructed in its former location; 

(4) Historical compromises which do not alter the visible appearance may be considered under any of the following conditions: 

(a) the original 18th century construction, or part thereof, is not stable;

 (b) it can be factually demonstrated to the Director of the Department that a change to the original 18th century construction will produce significant savings in capital, maintenance, or operating costs;

 ( a particular 18th century construction material like mortar or cut stone does not meet a modern standard or is impractical from a reasonable cost point of view but can be replicated;

(d) there is a requirement for concealed modern services such as fire and security protection, heating, electrical outlets, waterproofing, drainage (which does not disturb any original french drainage system), telephones, or water distribution;

(e) there is a requirement for easily removable visible lighting in areas of conventional interpretation;

 (5) All chimneys and fireplaces are to be operable and fitted with removable caps.
 

Interestingly, this proposal came during a period when construc​tion was pressuring the Research Section for results to such a degree that questions were being raised both within and without the section as to "what takes precedence and sets the pace: re​search or construction".
 The matter also arose at a time when the Research Section was itself pressing for "the adoption of certain guiding principles and methods of action which will give the project the sense of direction which has been lacking."
 In general, Research thought it was time to define or, in some cases, to redefine the various objectives of the project. In particular, "it ... submitted that the first objective should be: the most authentic partial restoration which can be achieved with the moneys provided."
 


CHAPTER THREE 


WHERE LIES THE VALUE
In December of 1963, the Deputy Minister agreed that the project meant "the partial restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg done as accurately as, in the opinion of the Minister or of the officer designated by him for this purpose, he shall determine."
 Given its generality, this statement was not quite the answer which some, like those in Research, were seeking as clarification of the meaning of authenticity.
 To complicate the issue, in April of 1964, the Minister announced that Louisbourg was no longer a make work project and productivity was of the essence.
 As a result, his major concern was now whether "we [were] getting full value for money expended."

 In response, on 19 June 1964 the Project Engineer issued a report on the progress at Louisbourg "from its inception to date," with a particular emphasis on economics. While he thought that greater value was clearly possible, he also stressed that one ought not to compare the economics of the project with anything else in private industry for the obvious reason that the work at Louisbourg was unique in numerous respects. For one thing, there was the question of the slow pace at which historical and archaeological reports were currently being issued. The reasons were fully justifiable, and while the pace would obviously speed up in the future with the addition of new staff, it nevertheless was an on‑going limiting factor with which engineering had to cope. Notwithstanding this and many other similar examples, it was still the general opinion at Louisbourg that the project had achieved full value for the money expended to date. 

The debate surrounding the question of value was important in that it focussed attention on those who were feeling "moreorless [sic] on the defensive in attempting to explain the progress of the Project." 
While Research choose to justify the return on money spent in terms of efficiency and of quantity and quality of information gathered, the Engineering Section elected to defend its expenditures by referring to more traditional material accomplishments. As such, it addressed the processes of infrastructure setup, equipment purchase or building construction.
 Interestingly, the Engineering Section decided not to defend its case by adding the project's preoccupation with historical authenticity to its list of obstacles retarding productivity. Nor did it voice the opinion of others "who had the feeling on many occasions that historical research was being carried out in Ottawa from an academic approach rather than a restoration approach." 

However, it was not long afterwards that the project's resident engineer was pointing out to the Project Manager the costly delays that could occur when striving for historical authenticity. 
In addition, by January of 1965, the Assistant Deputy Minister was beginning to make it clear that the "Project was never to be uneconomical, and the main thing was to have a $12 million showing for $12 million spent. [In other words,] the Minister now wants a maximum amount of restoration for the money spent."
 Put another way by the regional director,

 I agree with you that, within reasonable financial expenditures, we should be, say, 85% truly accurate and authentic. Anything above that we can properly go to France for the typical and not be censured. I am not prepared to spend say another $100,000.00 to do research and archaeology to make it 86% authentic ...
 

Ironically, some interpreted the Research Section's exacting discovery process as simply an excuse not to meet original report deadlines. According to the Park Superintendent, John Lunn, however, rigid deadlines were unavoidable, but achievable, 

provided we are prepared to accept the premise that it is better to create a Park that is 75% accurate at a price and within a time limit we can afford, rather than create a Park that is 85% accurate at a price and over a length of time we cannot afford. 

As such, Lunn thought that the Research Section ought therefore to be more selective and less exhaustive in its work, while geared to the idea of how best to get the most out of the time and resources allocated to it.
 In a similar vein, it was Ronald Way's view that,

 
It is simply that we have a mandate for only a partial restoration of Louisbourg. Needless to say, the monies allotted are barely adequate for the approved objective and are completely insufficient to finance a reconstruction geared to the ambitions of the research section. 

By 1965 then, the Research Section remained not only the guardian of the historical record but was also now the project's most vocal critic in how 18th century evidence was to be used at Louisbourg for reconstruction and interpretive purposes. 
As a result, its claim that Research ought to control the pace of the project, was quite spirited at times. Coincidentally, those more concerned with building schedules, and the expenditures of monies and human resources, were becoming increasingly irritated with what they regarded as costly delays caused by the slow receipt of research information. 

According to the engineering side of the Department, sometime between 1965 and 1968 it finally became "possible to schedule reconstruction [at Louisbourg] to suit fiscal capability and to undertake "shelf" design projects." 
In its view, this improvement occurred because the Research Section had finally received permission to increase its size and hence its output. As a result, the need to delay construction because of a lack of historical information was no longer the case. Also contributing to this new state of affairs, in its opinion, were the several architectural consultants which the project had recently engaged.

 This view was similar to that of the Superintendent, John Lunn, who in an expansive mood would state: 

There is no doubt that the overall aims of the Project would have been better served had it been possible for historical and archaeological research to commence about five years before actual reconstruction .... What could not be fully appreciated at the time was the formidable amount of painstaking research that would be necessary for the degree of accuracy and authenticity that officials in charge of the restoration were bound to insist on .... The "crash" programme necessitated by the crisis in the coal mines made such foresight impossible, however, and the best that could be done in the early stages of the project was to use the newly acquired work force in the construction of training and working facilities for the various types of craft likely to be involved in the restoration ... For this reason the actual work of reconstruction was in fact begun prematurely, but when it was realised how much historical and archaeological research was needed, the programme was modified and the appropriate research staff built up .... It is fair to say that at the present time, historical ... and archaeological ... research into structures is happily a little ahead of construction requirements .... 


CHAPTER FOUR 


NATIONAL HISTORIC SITES POLICY
According to the Superintendent, John Lunn, one of the weaknesses of the reconstruction process prior to 1966 was that there was a 

tendency for interests and loyalties to develop on a section‑orientated, rather than a Project‑ orientated basis. Within sections themselves similar developments can be detected at the unit level. There is nothing intrinsically wrong with such developments, but they are not without their dangers. The most serious of these dangers ‑ lack of adequate communi‑ cation between disciplines ‑ has in many peoples opinions adversely influenced Project productivity, and the validity of our results, for far too long. Clearly more effective dialogue is required than has previously been the case.
 

As a result, in 1965‑1966 the project decided to introduce a formalized committee system into its decision making process. Cutting across section lines, it was to assimilate information, resolve differences, and initiate planning and reconstruction. 
While this new system quickly proved its worth, improving both the lines of communication and the approach to approval, decisions nevertheless continued to made in the absence of any comprehensive departmental policy statement as to the precise meaning of authenticity. Notwithstanding this obstacle, the Research Section was still anxious that the work to date at least be validated: 

The time is not too far away when people will want to know what criteria influenced our restoration, and it is our obligation to have a detailed and explicit record of what our evidence was, to what extent we diverged from it, and how much we have assumed. 

While the General Consultant, Ronald L. Way, admitted that some might accuse him and his wife of pragmatism, he was adamant that they had never "altered ... [their] terms of reference for the project that the reconstruction of Louisbourg should be as authentic as research can make it." 
Unfortunately, prior to 1968, an official technical standard of authenticity against which to judge such a claim did not exist. As a result, not everyone was as certain as the Way's as to the direction of the project. In fact,

 One of the criticisms already publicly voiced concerning Louisbourg's restoration has been to the effect that we may have saved practically nothing that was original. This, you may recall, was the substance of a question raised in Parliament not so long ago .... Amongst some purists in the historic sites field, Louisbourg is faulted because it is, perforce, so much a reconstruction. This criticism makes it all the more important that we re‑use whatever we can of the French stones .... [Some others, however,] cannot agree to the re‑use of these original stones on the grounds that they are not as perfect as newly‑cut stones would be. When faced with my statement that no structural weakness was possibly involved, he admitted that this was [so,] yet added that it was contrary to his principles to incorporate these old stones .... To me this is unthinkable because true restoration is inseparable from preservation. 

On 23 and 24 October, 1967, the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada gave its final approval to a National Historic Sites Policy.
 Subsequently tabled in the House of Commons by the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development in March of 1968, the new Policy stressed the point that "if one has to compromise with history, [one must] ... do it as unobtrusively as possible ....[since] the authenticity or faithful reconstruction of the original is the single most important asset in providing educated enjoyment of a national historic site."
 To ensure, then, that this goal would be met, the Board approved a quasi stringent standard for structural restoration and reconstruction: 

It is the policy in restoration and reconstruction of historic structures that line, level and fabric shall be as true to the original as possible, and that departure from this rule shall be justified only by over‑riding necessity or for the purpose of substantially increasing the life expectancy of the structure, and only then when modern materials and techniques can be effectively concealed. Restoration or reconstruction will in all instances be carried out on the original site. 

According to the standard, prior to any departure from the 18th century norm, every effort to be authentic had to be first "carefully considered and rejected."
 Also to be regarded as a governing principle was the American National Trust for Historic Preservation Policy that "it is better to preserve than repair, better to repair than restore, better to restore than reconstruct."
 

At the same time, the new Policy maintained that it had set a research standard that was to act as not only the "foundation" for the sound development of any National Historic Site, but as the proof of the "authenticity or faithfulness of ...[the Department's} work."
 As written,

 It is the policy that no plan for development of an historic place shall be implemented until every reasonable step has been taken to determine its potential through documentary, architectural and archaeological research, and, further, that no development activity shall take place until relevant research of the above nature has been carried out .

In two respects then (the instance upon proper research and factual evidence), the new Policy ought to have left little doubt as to the meaning of authenticity in the reconstruction process. For instance, a claim to historical accuracy should have now meant that projects such as Louisbourg had adhered, whenever possible, to the original line or form (aesthetics) of a physical object; to its original level or 3D dimensions; and to its original fabric or intrinsic make‑up (composition).
 Unfortunately, this standard also permitted, in the same breath, a theoretically unlimited proficiency to ignore its own definition of authenticity. 

For example, the Policy Statement did not provide a measurable meaning for the terms "over‑riding necessity," and "substantially increasing." As a result, any designer or builder who wished to justify a modern intervention as necessary, or to theorize about the expected increased life expectancy of a structure, needed only convincing engineering or cost arguments to proceed. Just as was common practice before the new Policy, compromise continued as an operative reconstruction tool afterwards. As such, the decision making process was to greatly dilute the policing power which the line, level and fabric rule could have provided over the reconstruction programme at Louisbourg and elsewhere. 

In the preamble to the standards section, the new Policy set out some of the broad, liberal provisions for justifying a departure from the use of authentic materials and methods. 
There it addressed the questions of prohibitive costs, the want of proper materials, and the introduction of special techniques to enhance visitor enjoyment as reasons for compromise. As a result, the Park Superintendent, John Lunn was able to state the following with all confidence: 

Finally, it should be remembered that this Project is not committed to a policy calling for the best and most accurate results possible regardless of such delays as this may involve. Nor is it committed to design and construction by a series of deadlines, regardless. It is committed to the most accurate restoration possible within the time and with the expenditures authorized. These latter two points are known, and my master plan reflects them ....
 

At the First National Conference of the Engineering and Architectural Group, one of the speakers confirmed that

 Our terms of reference have really only been formalized in recent months. I think most people have a copy of the National Historic Sites Policy Statement. That, in essence, formalizes for the first time the terms of reference by which we must operate. They are our terms of reference and also your terms of reference. These have to be modified and adjusted to take account of the unusual situations that will prevail from time to time and I think we recognize this. These are the terms of reference by which we operate.
 

Within months of this admission that the new Policy might not hold all the answers, Louisbourg quickly proved that point. In general, the Policy Statement had been cause for a renewed interest in the idea of stabilization. Accordingly, at Louisbourg, John Lunn, in remarks to the Regional Engineer, would state: 

You are aware that, faced as we are with an imperative need to preserve visible aspects of excavated features, we have been giving the whole matter of stabilisation significant experiment and study. 

At the same time, Lunn also recognized that the new Policy "governing the retention of historic features" did not blend readily with stated engineering requirements.
 For example, 

all representatives of the Research Section would like to go far farther than any engineer ... [who] will build as close to the margins permitted by the building code as possible but his profession will not allow him beyond these limits.

 Nonetheless, according to Lunn, as "in the case of structures to which the public should have access, ... [he was] by no means convinced that the Branch's engineers ...[had] made an adequate survey of the techniques that may be available in the international field."
 

In other words, given the sophisticated techniques then available in the outside world, Lunn reasoned that the project's engineers could preserve through stabilization even more original features than they thought possible. In addition, where the public faced no danger, he thought they could save an original feature by following authentic techniques like raking and pointing, even if these procedures should produce some inherent instability in the near future.
 In contrast to this assertion that other choices were available, Engineering's viewpoint was that only one thing was obvious to them:

 that restoration placed conflicting demands on us. On the one hand, we want authentic restoration and on the other hand, we want to enforce modern code requirements. The fact has to be admitted that we have to make compromises and come up with a safe and authentic design.

 In the Spring of 1972, the Training Manual for the guides at Louisbourg outlined, among other things, the reconstruction process that they were to communicate to the visiting public. In part, that meant their recognition of the fact that Canada's 1968 Historic Sites Policy made allowances for concealed departures from "historical correctness" in the areas of line, level and fabric. According to the manual, the demands which the factors of safety, heating, increased strength, or cost reduction could place upon any project made this type of compromise "inevitable." 
At the same time, its guides were to convey the fact that the project adhered to the preservation standard of the American National Trust For Historic Preservation. As such, they were to inform the public that Louisbourg was trying "to incorporate as many original features as possible into the reconstructed buildings."
 

In 1973, a Task Force, formed at the request of the Director General, issued its draft recommendations for a development and operational plan for the Fortress of Louisbourg.
 Among the advice it gave was "that the development should [continue to] adhere to the original Cabinet minute [of 1961] on the purpose of the restoration," and that 

Louisbourg must be a credit to Canada. Development must therefore be carried out so that it will stand comparison with similar restorations, for which the criteria include accuracy, authenticity, sensitivity and effectiveness, both of reconstructed features and their interpretation .... In decisions involving these criteria, objective considerations based on demonstrable evidence and the practical use to which the feature is to be put, should have priority over subjective, personal or aesthetic considerations. Accuracy and authenticity should, where possible, have priority over any plan which has only expediency or personal preference to recommend it. Every possible attempt should be made to preserve original archaeological features as well as to incorporate them into the fabric of the reconstruction .... Compromises in design or authenticity for reasons of safety, security, or fire safety have been, and will be, kept to a minimum ‑ in all cases to be in accord with the integrity of the original building. 

As late as 1977, the Park Superintendent, John Fortier, could still affirm, in the prestigious UNESCO periodical, Museum, that it was "the policy of Parks Canada that all buildings be faithfully reconstructed in 'line, level and materials." 
Notwithstanding, in only 2 years Parks Canada would completely revise its former standard. In particular, it no longer made mention of "line, level and fabric" as the basis for determining the meaning of authenticity. Even so, proponents of the 1979 Policy were to maintain that "whereas before [the new policy] it appeared that commemoration and resource preservation held equal sway, the pendulum ... [had now] swung clearly towards resource protection ... through the three possible resource treatments ... [of] preservation, restoration and reconstruction." 

While it was clear that Parks Canada had designed its Policy Statement of 1979 to "guide the future direction of the Parks Canada program", less clear was its view as to as to what constituted an accurate historical reconstruction.
 This confusion arose because the benchmarks for assessing authentic structures were now so general as to be without definition. For example, in way of clarification, the new Policy offered the following advice: 

(1) "and where necessary, by accurately restoring or reconstructing aspects essential to an understanding of the sites's history" 

(2) "reconstruction: accurate reproduction of historic structures or objects" 

(3) "when sufficient historical and architectural data exist to permit an authentic reconstruction" 

Like many of the remarks of 1961, when the Louisbourg Project first began, and those of 1968, when the first formal Statement on the reconstruction process was issued, the 1979 Policy Statement was adamant that "research ... [was] the key to accuracy in all work related to national historic parks." 
Unfortunately, in the kindred processes of reconstruction and maintenance of historical assets, this assertion remained too often suspect in actual practice. As a result, after 1979, as after 1961, in the case of the Louisbourg project for example, the authenticity spirit continued to move Parks Canada's decision makers in way different from that of its research staff.

 For one thing, the fact that the meaning of authenticity was once again without any definition meant that being true to the past was open to a broad range of interpretations. For another, the question had to be asked now whether the continued use of the measurable 1968 "line, level and fabric" standard was any longer relevant; and, most importantly, was Parks Canada obliged to adhere to the 1968 or to any other standard in the maintenance of reconstructed assets built to an earlier approved level of quality?

 On 31 March 1982, the Reconstruction or Developmental Phase of the Louisbourg Project officially ended. On the next day, the Fortress of Louisbourg, National Historic Park, became officially operational.
 From that moment, the thrust of the park's General Works programme has concentrated on the maintenance of reconstructed assets. 

Like those associated with the previous phase of physical development, those now within the maintenance programme have also vacillated in their attitude towards the application of factual evidence. As in the past, the reasons have remain the same. In particular, approved funding levels have continued to loom large in the decision making process; compromises have resulted, only this time they have affected existing rather than proposed as built resources.

 As of 1987, a new Policy Statement is in the works. Hopefully, it will address the critical problem of both the day‑to‑day and the long‑term maintenance of reconstructed resources built at great cost to the taxpayer. Hopefully, too, it will not only protect the historical accuracy of Canada's built heritage, such as it is, but will also encourage improvement where necessary. To succeed, it will also have to provide a measurable standard for defining authenticity in an exacting manner. Otherwise, those responsible for Canada's reconstructed past will have little defense in combatting the strong outside forces that now threaten its survival. 
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