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Issue:

The issue is to determine the value of the reconstruction and its modifications via recapitalization in terms of the Cultural Resource Management policy.

Preamble:

When I agreed to work on this issue paper, I thought that it would be restricted to the application of research knowledge to the reconstruction and to the recapitalization programme.

Thinking about the overall VALUE OF THE RECONSTRUCTION, particularly with CRM hovering in the wings, caused me to consider a package of values that make the reconstruction important.  And so, I've written about a number of values for the reconstruction. These are not the only reasons that the reconstruction has value, but I did not want to tread on other toes - Anne O'Neill and Education for example. Still I don't want to ignore other values and suggest that one outcome of this process should be a list of VALUES OF LOUISBOURG.
Summary:

     Reconstructions are not cultural resources according to the

Cultural Resource Management Policy, in the Parks Canada, Guiding Principles and Operational Policies. Reconstructions, according to the policy, have no automatic historic value. As a result, they are not governed by the application of cultural resource management principles. Reconstruction is a presentation technique, an exhibit writ large, managed by other policies.

A reconstruction can become a Level I or Level II cultural resource have historic value and fall under CRM principles.

1.
If the Minister gives it national historic designation in its own right. Then a reconstruction becomes a Level I resource, and a major heritage responsibility.

2.   If the reconstruction is categorized by the FHBRO as designated or recognized it automatically assumes Level II status. 

3.
". . . by virtue of its historical, aesthetic or environmental qualities. Criteria will also give consideration to such factors as regional or local association; or provincial, territorial or municipal designations." 

Since "reconstructed" Louisbourg has not been specifically designated of national historic significance it cannot aspire to a Level I CRM resource. Nor is it a Level II resource on the basis of review by the FHBRO. The first Louisbourg building to reach the 40 year FHBRO review horizon, the Barracks of the Kings Bastion, will not be eligible until 2008. The question facing us is whether the recapitalization programme will modify buildings to the extent that they are no longer considered an original reconstructed building but a modified reconstruction.  A significantly modified reconstruction may move the 40 year FHBRO review far into the future. 

The question remaining is the extent to which other values of Louisbourg may qualify it as a Level II resource. There is a growing school of thought that ascribes value to those reconstructions which illustrate different periods of our interpretive history. It is on the basis of buildings reflecting the "Spirit of the Times" that the FHBRO has designated some reconstructions. Could not this sort of rationale be applied by us to Louisbourg - anticipating the FHBRO? 

But Louisbourg has additional value in the broader community as a major physical asset, as a backdrop for activities and events, as an example of applied research, as an economic generator, as a cultural phenomenon and as a source of heritage education and inspiration. Taken together these values seem adequate enough to suggest a Level II cultural resource status without recourse to the FHBRO process.

We have to consider what the application of CRM policy would mean to "reconstructed" Louisbourg. On the one hand it will include the reconstruction in the mainstream of departmental heritage stewardship. But will having to respond to the CRM principles mean that the reconstruction is forever frozen in amber, unable to be modified as new historical data arises? A critical point in entering into a relationship with CRM is an agreed-upon definition of what comprises the historic value of Louisbourg. If the historic value lies in an ongoing application of state-of-the-art research there should be no problem having a CRM designation. For it would recognize the true nature of the research process. But if historic value is the reconstruction as it exists in the present time, as an exemplar of 1960s/70s interpretation , we must rethink any possibility of partnering with CRM.

A workable compromise, in this instance, would involve the creation of an applied research building complex. This building complex would be defined by three or four correctly modeled major buildings that reflect our present and ongoing research knowledge. These buildings will be open to modification as new historical information and the opportunity to apply it arises. The rest of the site could be encased in its amber shell.

Louisbourg has sufficient value to Parks Canada that a workshop dealing with this question ought to be convened. It will bring together fortress staff and consultants in CRM and FHBRO. The object would be a critical evaluation of the reconstruction. The question would be, Is Louisbourg a Cultural Resource?

Introduction:

Settling on the values of reconstructed Louisbourg is key to the long-term viability of an important part of the national historic site. This is so because actual or perceived values drive management and funding decisions. Given the pressure on dollar resources, it is important that the Management Plan highlight the values/advantages of the reconstruction. It is also important that during a time of economic and social crisis, we are sufficiently aware of the values we can call upon to respond to community development needs. We also must also be aware of those values which we protect to retain our place in the historic conservation and interpretation community.

Is the reconstruction of value because it is a competent model of historical knowledge of the past? Is it of value because it is a major employer? Is it of value because of the impact it has had on the historic/cultural community? Is it of value because it can attract tourists to an economically depressed area of the country? Is it of value because it demonstrates the commitment of the central government to our national culture as well as regional socio-economic development? Louisbourg represents all these values and probably more.

Reconstructed Louisbourg consists of 65 major buildings and 21 associated small buildings or structures. These range in size from the massive barracks in the King's Bastion and the Civil Administrator's residence to the Engineer's House and Kings Storehouse and the smaller de Gannes and Faubourg houses. Associated buildings include stables, dove cotes, sentry boxes, ice house and lime kiln. In addition the reconstruction includes two town gates, the masonry King's Bastion and Dauphin Demi-bastion, curtain walls, the quay wall, ditches, covered ways, glacis, various terre pleins, the parade square, wharves, streets, yards and gardens. The reconstruction also consists of various viewplanes or vistas. These have been consciously constructed within the fortress walls to create an enclosed 18th century space. But the vistas of the reconstruction also require the ability to look out from the fortified town across a landscape altered and used by man. 

The reconstruction was a response by the Federal government to regional economic problems in the 1950s and originated in recommendations of the 1960 Report of Royal Commission on Coal.

It evolved from an initial Plan for the Restoration of the Fortress of Louisbourg and the Area Surrounding the Fortress which has Historical Significance in which it was suggested that the entire fortified town, the Royal Battery, lighthouse and representative siegeworks be rebuilt. This idea worked its way to a proposal to limit reconstruction to a number of monumental buildings, and ended in the plan to reconstruct a cross section of the town, from fortified walls to waterfront. The precedent for such an outdoor museum approach was not new. It was firmly established at sites such as Colonial Williamsburg, Virginia and Upper Canada Village in Ontario. The challenge for Louisbourg lay in the fact that there were no above-ground remnants of the past on which to base decisions about the nature of reconstruction.

Reconstructed Louisbourg was realized over a period of 25 years and is a result of the applied professionalism of historians, archaeologists, restoration architects, engineers, interpreters and park managers working in focused teams. Actual reconstruction began in 1964 with the barracks of the Kings Bastion and was officially completed in 1980. The capital cost for reconstruction ranged between $25,000,000.00 and $30,000,000.00. Approximately 25% of the fortified town has been rebuilt.

At present there is a major programme of structural repair underway. This "recapitalization" project will last for a 10 - 15 year period and cost $5,000,000.00 to $7,000,000.00.

The reconstruction can be viewed on a number of levels. It can be viewed in terms of individual architectural details, as individually reconstructed buildings or as a building complex with engineering, architectural and cultural landscape components. 

Adding complexity, as well as great interest, is the fact that the reconstruction incorporates varying amounts of original fabric and unexcavated areas. This original fabric includes foundation walls, pave, drains, postern tunnels, mine gallery, and wells.

The reconstruction must also be seen in relationship to the major resources associated with it. Within the fortified town 3/4 of the original walls and structures lie unexcavated. In the surrounding parkland there are 500 individual archaeological sites, the majority of which are directly associated with the themes interpreted by the reconstruction. In addition there is a significant archaeological collection of 5,000,000 artefacts plus drawings, field notes and photographs. There is an historical record of 750,000 pages of microfilm and original documentation, black and white photography, slide collection and the hundreds of cubic metres of reports, minutes and memoranda associated with the project. This is focused in the experience of a number of research and technical professionals who have worked at Louisbourg since the early to mid 1970s.

The reconstruction has value on a number of levels. These include:

1. Value as a Built Asset

2. Value as a Context for Activities.

3. Value as a Reflection of Our Professionalism         

4. Value as an Economic Generator

5. Value as a National Cultural Phenomenon

6. Value as a Model of Applied Research

7. Value as a Cultural Resource

1. Built Asset Value

What is strikingly obvious to everyone is the value of the reconstruction as a built asset. The reconstructed site was built at a capital cost between $25,000,000.00 and $30,000,000.00 and has an replacement value of $100,000,000.00 million dollars. It is a major investment of the Canadian taxpayers' money and a responsibility because it exists. Letting the place fall into ruin, baring another siege, would be unthinkable.

On a local political level the asset value is translated into a grant in lieu of taxes of $250,000.00 paid to the County of Cape Breton each year. This reflects an assessment of $11,000,000.00.

The fact of undertaking a major recapitalization over a period of 10 years demonstrates a recognition of the asset value and a commitment to its retention.

Ongoing maintenance activity, security/watchmen, a fire truck and associated equipment, smoke and heat detectors, sprinklers, fire hydrants and an assured water supply are part of the system set in place to address retention of the asset base.

For some, the asset value is the preeminent value of the reconstruction. A number of years ago in a presentation asking for money to repair the washed out barrier beach at the Piece de la Grave, the winning argument was not that the inundation might damage in situ cultural (archaeological) resources. What drew attention was that the water could damage the reconstructed buildings at that end of town.

While a concern for asset value will always be important we must take care not to let a preoccupation with boards, nails, stones and mortar overwhelm or diminish other values.

2. Value as a context for activities

To think of the reconstruction as backdrop in no way diminishes the fact that it has real depth and is more than a theatrical set. It would probably be more appropriate to refer to this value of reconstructed Louisbourg as a "context" for activities.

The vision of the fortress across the harbour, its silhouette against the sky, adds variety, texture and quality to the landscape. It is a powerful evocation of an ongoing community centred around the harbour. That image of continuity has potential for development that is still to be realized by modern Louisbourg.

For Park interpretation - guided tours, animation, demonstrations and exhibits - the reconstruction is a critical set piece for insight into another time. The reconstruction reflects, as well, a modern belief in the desirability of making history accessible and understandable. 

Reconstructed Louisbourg has the weaknesses of all outdoor museums - presenting a sanitized version of the past, not communicating the complexity and variety of past life, and attempting to manage the presentation of the physical past through 20th century maintenance programmes. But resolving these shortcomings is relatively easy given the flexibility programme and the will to make change. It is important, however, that the weaknesses of the reconstruction as a presentation technique be identified and addressed.

The additional challenge for us at the end of the 20th century is to consider the effective use of reconstructed Louisbourg as a backdrop or context for other activities. For years we have retained a restrictive view of uses other than those directly associated with mandated activities. That was not necessarily incorrect for the times. In the 1970s we refused to allow entertainer Anne Murray to film a television commercial.  The Bank, which was sponsoring the commercial, was telling us that it would result in significant publicity for Louisbourg. The Park felt the Bank was helping itself as much as us in seeking validity through association with our heritage sites. At a later date in the 1980s we refused an automobile commercial when the script called for the car to crash through a "simulated" stone wall.  Today, I expect that the reaction to the Anne Murray commercial would be different, though I expect the reaction to the automobile commercial's destruction of heritage property would be the same. 
Today there is the opportunity for legitimate alternative use of the reconstruction, provided that other values are not diminished. 

Last summer's use of the reconstruction site by the Don Carmody production, Squanto, is the most recent case underlining a new reality. Encouraging films and other non traditional types of activity could prove useful by adding to our resources. It could also increase our profile in the North American and European tourist market - something that we have not done too well to date. 

But the real challenge is not in accommodating the large-scale, but infrequent, productions or events. The challenge lies in attracting, developing and accommodating new activities and projects which emphasize Louisbourg's key role in the cultural life of Cape Breton. Facing this challenge will go a long way to demonstrating a relevancy and connection in the Cape Breton community as it searches for economic security in difficult times.

3. Value as an indicator of our professionalism.

The professional staff and the various collections - archaeological, archival, curatorial, costume and library are tied directly into the reconstruction. Without the reconstruction none would exist. It can be argued that the professional activity and the collections have an integrity of their own. But the principles of CRM, when we apply them to the historic site as a whole, could argue that all the elements making up Louisbourg are a necessary part of our overall "integrity". The ongoing need for the professional staff and the various collections are critical to enhance and develop interpretation and to carry out recapitalization and day to day maintenance. The professional staff have a potential for active involvement in a variety of retraining programmes for people displaced by the fishery crisis. They are also important as an underpinning for the larger Cape Breton heritage community as resource people, volunteers and critics in a rapidly expanding and changing cultural tourism milieu.

We have to communicate these interconnections more actively. This can be done by aggressively reaching out to the larger professional and academic community. Attendance at conferences and presentation of papers that address concerns arising from the reconstruction should continue and increase in intensity. The 1995 initiatives at attracting professional conferences must be pursued vigorously beyond 1995. At the same time professionals must take a greater initiative in applying research knowledge and knowledge gained from the collections to the day to day interpretation programmes and to the larger community. We have to actively demonstrate to the general public the importance of having heritage professionals in the community.

4. Value as an economic generator

Louisbourg has been viewed as an economic generator since early in this century. Advertisements for the Marine Park Hotel included tours of the ruins of the fortress. In 1927 the Antigonish Casket pointed out that Louisbourg needed better travel facilities and better hotels to cope with the traffic generated by the historic site. In the 1930s, there was a major upgrading of the historic site involving the construction of a museum and caretakers residence and the excavation and stabilization of major ruins. This led the Louisbourg Board of Trade and local politicians to press for a realignment of the highway from Catalone to the east end of Louisbourg. When the new highway link was completed in 1938, visitors to the ruins of Louisbourg had to travel through the length of the Town rather than arriving at the west end via Riverdale Street. There was a similar tourism-related rationale used to obtain the new Federal Building/Post office in 1939.               


The value of reconstruction as a major economic generator was highlighted by I.C. Rand in his Report of Royal Commission on Coal in 1960. Referring to coal, he wrote that "A single extractive industry, by its nature, is not a desirable economic base for a community.. (and ) for the Sydney-Glace Bay-Louisburg district, alternative and supporting economic and cultural activities must be considered, a scheme adequate to introduce new wealth into Cape Breton and bring fresh and heightened scenes and an elevation of mind and spirit to its people." Rand was thinking of Alexander Graham Bell NHS, Cape Breton Highlands NP, a Trade and Vocation School, completion of a modern highway between Point Tupper and Louisbourg, and the reconstruction of the ruins, "to be carried out to an appropriate completion."

The present destruction of the North Atlantic fishery and the massive changes anticipated will place even more emphasis on Louisbourg. This has been recognized by economic development agencies such as ACOA and ECBC, by tourism agencies and by local, provincial and national politicians. In a letter to the Minister of Canadian Heritage, the Hon. David C. Dingwall drew attention to the parallel between the collapse of the coal industry and the fishery pointing to an urgent need to develop Louisbourg's potential. Dingwall emphasized his personal commitment by announcing a 5 year $26,000,00.00 project to upgrade and complete the Fleur de Lis Trail between St. Peter's and Louisbourg. When completed, this trail has the potential for attracting additional numbers of tourists and associated businesses to the adjacent community.

The major projects and events being orchestrated through the Louisbourg 1995 Commemoration Society aim at initiating a new phase in the economic development of Louisbourg and the surrounding area. The 1995 projects, and the Fleur de Lis Trail, are planned to become rallying points for additional community based development.

At present, the Fortress of Louisbourg contributes much to provincial, island and local economies. The Gardner Pinfold study, An Economic Statement and a Visit Profile...... April 1992. demonstrates this. Referring to Cape Breton's national historic sites the report estimates that visitors spend $8,000,000.00 and support 136 person years of total employment and $3,200,000.00 labour income for people employed in the tourist industry. The expenditure for island historic sites was $9,200,000.00 supporting 247 person years and $8,300,000.00 million of labour income. For Louisbourg, the expenditures made by visitors travelling through Nova Scotia to the Fortress was established at $4,900,000.00. Wages/Salaries and Goods and Services dollars and capital expenditures were $7,490,000.00 for a total of $12,390,000.00 directly attributable to the reconstruction.

A 1991 Visitor Survey conducted by the Louisbourg and District Planning and Development Commission estimated that overnight visitors to Louisbourg during the peak summer months spent approximately $687,000.00 in Louisburg.

Louisbourg is considered integral in the broad economic recovery strategy for Cape Breton Island. There will be an increased focusing on the utility of the reconstruction as a vehicle for community prosperity. The Fortress of Louisbourg's active and professionally informed co-operation is vital to this process. This involvement will include building solid bridges with the various sectors of the community. More than that, we will need proactive ideas which address community/economic development concerns while retaining our interpretive integrity.

5. Value as a cultural phenomenon

This value of a reconstructed Louisbourg was first suggested in a speech given by J.S. McLennan to the Nova Scotia Historical Society in 1908. He said, " . . . I feel certain that the complete reconstruction of the place is only a question of intelligence and outlay. Is it not fitting that these things should be preserved? They are now exposed to all the hazards of private ownership. The future historian, the Canadian of later generations visiting the places where his country was made, has a right to expect from his forerunners the preservation for them of what the past has handed on to us . . . our discharge of that duty will make it more easy, it may be,  for our successors to rise to emergencies which may try their powers."

Over 50 years later Rand expounded on a similar theme when he wrote, "Here are resources of profundity as well as of enjoyment; the scenes are a national property to be brought to an attainment of their potentialities. What is proposed will be not only of economic benefit to the Island; it will introduce elements to regenerate its life and outlook...mechanical industry remains uncertain, but there are pursuits of deeper purpose lying within the will and action of people and governments."

Louisbourg has a symbolic value for the heritage community and a message to encourage cultural stewardship. It has demonstrated that our national history is accessible to everyone. The Louisbourg reconstruction is acknowledged as the jewel in the crown of Parks Canada and a flagship historic site of international stature.

On Cape Breton Island it has served as an example and provided support systems in the development of the local heritage movement. Many of the staff associated with the reconstruction have taken an proactive part in the development of historical societies, historic houses, museums, university programmes, publishing and heritage advocacy over the past 30 years.

6. Value as a Model of applied research

     For more than thirty years there has been a major research capability at the Fortress of Louisbourg. During that time historians and archaeologists have compiled a nationally significant collection of artefacts, historical documents, reports and manuscripts relating to 18th-century Louisbourg and the reconstruction process.
 There is also a significant accumulation of experience with the research materials and their application to the reconstruction process. The unique nature of this skill base should never be underestimated.

There has been a generation-long discussion over the applied-history nature of the reconstruction. Should it present, an evolving awareness of research information? This would mean altering the individual structures on the basis of new data and new insights as the opportunity to do so arises. Or should the reconstruction reflect a historical facade backed by modern engineering technology? This would result in application of techniques or materials that aim at maximizing longevity in the structure.

The question has not been resolved formally. Nor has the resulting product been entirely satisfactory for those involved in the discussion. 

To a large extent the problem originated in policy direction which aspired to the best of both worlds.

In 1972, the National Historic Sites Policy acknowledged that,"The authenticity or faithful reconstruction of the original is the single most important asset in providing educated enjoyment of a national historic sites." Having taken this position, came a caveat that, "Cost may be prohibitive, materials may be impossible to come by, and furthermore it may be possible to increase the life of expectancy of a structure by introducing materials and techniques unavailable to the original builder."

This resulted in a policy stating that in both restoration and reconstruction the, "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."  

The dual, and largely irreconcilable, mandate established in 1972 has haunted Louisbourg ever since.

The 1979 Parks Canada Policy seems to have been attempting to come to terms with this problem in its requirement that reconstructions could only be undertaken,  "When sufficient historical and architectural data exist to permit an authentic reconstruction." There was no discussion of compromise or intervention for the sake of longevity. At most there was an acknowledgement that "Modern techniques and devices (such as fire, temperature and humidity control) may be used when essential to protect historic structures and objects, and to ensure visitor safety but should intrude as little as possible on the historic atmosphere." 

For the purist, the 1979 policy enunciated a more sympathetic direction. It was equally unrealizeable if the evidence from its application in the field is an indicator.

 Most recently, the 1994 Guiding Principles and Operating Policies document grudgingly condones reconstruction when the "Reconstruction of the vanished resource would make a significant contribution to historical, scientific or technical

knowledge...cost of reconstruction, including maintenance and operation can be justified in relation to the historic significance and interpretive potential of the work... (and)...there is sufficient research information to support an accurate reconstruction..." 

This would seem, on the surface, to support a meticulous application of research knowledge. But the Policy goes on to note that, "Period reconstruction and reproductions are by definition contemporary work and have no a priori historic value." Reconstructions, unless designated Level I or Level II cultural resources, "are exempt from this policy, and will be managed under other appropriate processes and policies."  

 For Louisbourg the discussion of the nature of reconstruction was reintroduced several years ago with the recapitalization programme. 

      Begun with a mandate to put unemployed coal miners to work, speeded up to be ready for the 1967 Centennial and finally stopped by funding cuts, reconstructed Louisbourg has been a model of compromise. With insufficient lead time to research and analyze, and with limited professional experience in the detailed construction technology of the 18th century, Louisbourg achieved the "line"  enunciated in the 1972 policy - the overall architectural silhouette is good. But reconstructed Louisbourg never quite achieved the level or fabric - the internal detail and appropriate materials. The nature of the compromise, understandable for the times, meant that we ended up with a model of the past which pleased no one involved.

The opportunity to recapitalize deteriorating structures on the site raised initial hopes that the lessons of the past concerning haste, plus the accumulated knowledge of 20 years would permit us to achieve a more acceptable model of our existing data base.

The Historical Resources section offered a suggestion for recapitalization which stated that , " Our aim is to produce and interpret a reproduced model of the past which in line level and fabric reflects the present state of our knowledge of historic 18th century Louisbourg as of June 1745."

But the workshop held in May 1990 to address concerns related to the application of research knowledge did little to settle the debate.  A memo from Director General William Turnbull on 8 May 1990 stated that, " All effort must be expended to incorporate archaeological and historical accuracy into visible elements of the structures, but financial reality dictates that design and construction should allow for deviation from historical authenticity in non-visible elements as necessary to ensure long life and minimum maintenance." This was followed up by a memo from Roy Orr on 25 March 1991 regarding research which said, "With regard to further research, the decision has been made that no additional resources will be allocated to carry out research. If additional research is required, it must be accommodated within existing resources. It is understood that additional research requirements will be minimal."

Turnbull's memo is refreshing in admitting that the dollars are the determining factor not longevity per se. Still, it does not completely resolve the discussion.  Are we, for instance, responding to Turnbull's guidance and direction relating to

"visible elements"? Are shingles hand split and of appropriate wood species? Are mortars appropriate to period formulas? Do we use wrought iron rather than mild steel? Do we always use the appropriate wood on parts of the structures visible to the eye? Are we attempting appropriate finishing details such as papier colle rather than putty to windows? The answer is, no.

 The situation is exacerbated by a maintenance approach which replaces like for like rather than introduce new elements bases on our increased awareness of the historical record. We are in the possession of a large asset base that economics, as well as lack of clarity in goals, will not allow to be altered substantially. The irony, is that in a period where change is the norm, we are fixated by a search for permanency. Not having learned from our study of history that all material things pass, we struggle to build structures that will never fall down.

We are not alone in the reconstruction quandary. The Parks Canada system has many reconstructions of varying ages and qualities that provide ongoing philosophical and monetary challenges.

In coming to terms with the presence of reconstructions - their inaccuracies and their equally enormous replacement costs - there is a growing school of thought that considers reconstructions as reflections of various periods of historical/conservation awareness and interpretation. The perspective that reconstructions represent the "Spirit of the time" is useful in a museological sense but only for a few outstanding specimens. Beyond that, a cynic might conclude that, "Spirit of the Time" is an attempt at rationalizing the fact that we are stuck with the real estate. Worse still, this new-found intellectual categorization, if applied wholesale, could become the compelling rationale for retaining inappropriate, non-useful reconstructions. 

To pull all reconstructions into this time-freeze category militates against the potential value of reconstructions as opportunities to reflect our evolving awareness of the past. 
Worse, it sidelines heritage professionals as antiquarians rather then active participants in the ongoing dialogue of societal awareness.

 
Reconstructions permit us to expand the expression of research data beyond academic speeches, reports and conservation of structural artefacts. Reconstructions have value precisely because they can be our models of the past. And as our models of the past they can be torn apart, discarded, reworked and reassembled to reflect state-of-the art interpretation of the historical record. We can actually use reconstructions in the  way an original structure was meant to be used - as a place in which to live and work and maintain, as opposed to a place to

conserve and limit access. An excellent reconstruction   can suggest important historical context, spatial relationships, textures, patterns of use, technologies, and above all, a sense of another world. 

Louisbourg has much to be said for itself as a model of applied history. It has risen above a lack of clarity in direction and produced  on the macro level - the reconstructed site as a whole - a truly awe inspiring suggestion of the past. Viewed from across the harbour, approaching the land or water gate, walking along a street, entering an enclosed yard or garden, or passing through the multitude of rooms and storehouses, the reconstructed site has a form, level and visuality that is an honest reflection of historical and archaeological knowledge. 

On a micro level - the design of the iron hardware, finish details on windows, doors and stairwells - the reconstruction reflects a generation of effort to apply research conscientiously and has done well.

It is on the intermediate level where we have made concessions that result in none of the structures, to date, being accurate portrayals of our knowledge of the past. These concessions originated during the 1960s and 1970s when Louisburg was a new project. They resulted from the haste created by the economic imperative which launched the reconstruction project and from the insufficient lead time given to establish a broad research base and gain appropriate building technology experience. Whatever the reason, we are inextricably tied to the decisions of the time and have a reconstruction that can never go back to square one in its entirety.

 
 This imperfect model, further aggravated by restrictions placed on the recapitalization process, means is that none of our structures are useful laboratories against which to test our ideas about the built past.

And so what we are doing is not enough. More effort should be put into living to the letter of Turnbull's direction of May 8, 1990. At the very least the viewed sections of all the structures should be correct and plans should be put in place to make the necessary corrections.

A major step forward will be to actually apply a complete state-of-the art knowledge to 3 or 4 major building types. This would permit us to demonstrate our professionalism as applied researchers. It would also give us complete structures from which to learn about the results of the application of 18th-century building techniques. 

This strategy is both realistic and practical given the present-day fisheries crisis and the desire for imaginative retraining. Partnering with the local Vocational School we could set up a multi-year archaeological excavation and reconstruction programme that would see buildings constructed as they should be constructed. These could in turn be maintained by future summer projects or by interpretive staff or, they could be permitted to deteriorate and fall down. All of this would add to our knowledge base - our professionalism and our reputation. 

It is important for the future that the record of the research be meticulously saved and made accessible to  researchers and critics. In that regard there are certain critical reports that must be completed before staff retire. 

Foremost amongst these is a report dealing with 18th century construction and maintenance techniques in the Isle Royale colony.

Finally, we must forego the use of the word "authentic" in referring to the reconstructed buildings. Reconstructed Louisbourg is an artful fabrication, possessing grace and formal appeal and reflecting on the grand scale our historical and archaeological research awareness. Even without the multitude of concessions we would not have the authentic - the original - Louisbourg. That town collapsed into rubble in the 18th-century. Our appeal is to a level of "accuracy" in applying research data. That becomes the yardstick against which we will be judged. 

7. Value as a Cultural Resource

The Cultural Resource Management Policy which is part of the 1994 Guiding Principles and Operational Policies document poses an important question for Louisbourg. The policy outlines an "integrated and holistic approach to the management of cultural resources," based on principles of value, public benefit, understanding, respect and integrity. 

Appropriate application of the CRM principles can ensure the decisions we make in the managing the presentation and protection of cultural resources are the most appropriate decisions for the time.

Cultural resources in our policy are those resources which have historic value. Historic Value is defined as, "A value assigned by Parks Canada to a resource, whereby it is recognized as a cultural resource. All resources have historical value; only those which are considered to have importance (for us) over and above the historical, have historic value." 

There are three levels of resource - Level I, Level II and Other. "Other" resources, ". . . are exempted from this policy, and will be managed under other appropriate processes and policies."  Level I resources are those designated of national historic significance by the minister. Level II resources are those resources which are not nationally significant but may have historic value.  

Buildings that are designated "classified" or "recognized" by the FHBRO are Level II resources - unless they meet the criteria for Level I.  In addition, " A resource may be included in this category by virtue of its historical, aesthetic or environmental qualities. Criteria will also give consideration to such factors as regional or local association; or provincial, territorial or municipal designations." 

Where does reconstructed Louisbourg lie in relation to the application of CRM?

CRM policy is straightforward in stating that, "period reconstruction and reproductions are by definition contemporary work and have no a priori historic value. Because of their special character, however, they may be managed in accordance with this policy."

It is possible that once Louisbourg becomes eligible for consideration by the FHBRO ( the Barracks will be 40 years old in 2008) a number, or all the reconstructed structures, will receive classified or recognized designations - and become Level II resources, falling under CRM policy. The FHBRO has designated the 1930's reconstructions at Fort George in Ontario as recognized on the basis of Spirit of the Time. Using a similar rationale we too could arrive at a similar conclusion for Louisbourg in whole or in part. 

But I believe that we have sufficient justification for reconstructed Louisbourg in its entirety to be considered a Level II cultural resource. The way is defined in the CRM and can be accomplished through a consideration of the values associated with Louisbourg. The reconstructed (1961) Town Clock at the Halifax Citadel is a Level II resource and so is the reconstructed (1980s) Signal Mast. It would be hard to deny that while Louisbourg may not yet have the symbolic presence of the Town Clock, it is more significant as a whole than the reconstructed Signal Mast and associated building. 

The one problem which must be resolved is the nature of "historic value". Louisbourg has historic value because of the ongoing application of research knowledge. Its value should not lie in its testament to the times. The enormity of applying research data accurately to the entire reconstruction means that it will probably never be achieved. But there is an acceptable compromise in the development of a number of accurately constructed buildings which should address the problem.

Recommendations:

1. A statement of the values of reconstructed Louisbourg would be helpful to park employees and the community as a whole. In having such a statement it will be possible to see Louisbourg in a larger setting and might add perspective to discussion of Louisbourg's future. Sometimes we argue from the perspective of one or more favoured values while ignoring others. The best decisions will be made when all are considered.

2. A major workshop based on the topic -  A Question of Value: Is Louisbourg a Cultural Resource? This will bring together fortress staff, CRM and FHBRO people, members of the community and selected former employees of Louisbourg ( Lunn, Morgan, Fortier, Leblanc, B. Dunn, Fry, Thomsom, Lindsay, Perry, McCalmont, Thorpe, Bickerton etc) to place reconstructed Louisbourg in perspective. I don't believe that we can assess the overall value of the reconstruction without this sort of intensive review. Perhaps it can be arranged for 1995.

3. A major review of alternative uses for reconstructed Louisbourg. Many of the answers could come from the workshop suggested above. But answers may derive from a review of what historic sites in the United States are doing. We will do this not to learn at the feet of the heritage professionals, as  to learn from the experience of the fiscal survivors. There is also a requirement to look at Louisbourg as a part of Cape Breton's socio-economic life, in relation to all other engines of economic and personal growth. We have to address some of Rand's assumptions from 1960.

4. A definite commitment to apply our research knowledge to three or four major structures in Louisbourg. This involves actually choosing the structures and beginning to plan for their re-reconstruction.  This may involve actually tearing down a major building to ground level and starting over again. It is important to recognize that we are part of an intellectual community trying to understand the past. Our contribution, as a reconstruction, is constructing true models in three dimensions.
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     �  There is an equally significant collection of furnishings,           costumes and research experience tied to the                     presentation of the reconstructed site.
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