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INTRODUCTION 
by William Craft Brumfield and Blair A. Ruble 

The present is a moment 
of uncommon complexity 
for the preservation 

movement in Central Europe and 
the former Soviet Union. Once the 
prerogative of the state, preserva
tion is now searching for com
bined public and private 
sponsorship at a time when weak
ened, underfinanced state institu
tions and undercapitalized 
fledgling private entities lack ade
quate resources for the task at 
hand. The cultural patrimony of 
several nations is threatened by 
decay, theft, and insensitive reuse. 

U.S., European, and Russian 
cultural preservation specialists 
gathered 1&-18 May 1994 at the 
Radziejowice palace outside War
saw to examine critical issues con
fronting historic preservation 
initiatives in the former socialist 
world. The program-which 
included group discussions, site 
visits, and a review of Russian 
television's coverage of preserva
tion issues-was sponsored by 
the Woodrow Wilson Center, the 
Kennan Institute for Advanced 
Russian Studies of the Woodrow 
Wilson Cen~ the Kennan Institute's 
Moscow Alumni Association, and 
the Polish Committee of the Inter
national Council of Museums 
(ICOM). The following transcript 
records those discussions. 

Conference participants focused 
on the dilemmas of managing 
preservation programs that con
sider multiple cultures and multiple 
heritages, and the role of preser
vation initiatives in developing 
and maintaining a sense of nation 
and on defining a sense of place. 
Participants also visited Polish 
sites. 

Many participants under
scored the critical importance of 
local initiative and grassroots 
mobilization, while others spoke 
of the need to balance several 
competing financial demands. 
Each formerly socialist state, the 
group concluded, is struggling to 
establish an appropriate balance 
between private and state respon
sibility for historic properties. 
Western participants counseled 
for the need to reduce continuing 
deterioration of many sites, leaving 
restoration to a future time when 
greater resources are available. 
Russian speakers, for their part, 
heatedly discussed the desirability 
of returning spiritual objects and 
structures to religious organiza
tions that may not be able to en
sure their proper care. 

Speakers argued for sustaining 
national and local efforts to docu
ment and record the current con
dition of objects and sites, 
educating wider groups of people 
in the need to continue preserva
tion efforts during a period of 
acute economic hardship, and 
raising the educational and profes
sional level and training of 
specialists in the field. Regions 
and states must establish predict
able decision mechanisms that 
can provide a context for the reso
lution of disputes over the dispo
sition of historic objects and sites 
as such conflict is sure to increase 
throughout the region. 

In view of the depressed eco
nomic situation and meager social 
resources in much of the Russian 
countryside-<:onditions that have 
led to the neglect of many archi
tectural monuments, especially 
churches and former estate 
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houses-a number of the Russian 
participants asserted that local ef
forts would be difficult to sustain 
without help from larger regional 
or national organizations. Even 
the Russian Orthodox Church, 
with its interest in reviving rural 
parishes, cannot maintain-much 
less restore-the abandoned 
churches in areas such as the 
Yaroslavl Eparchy. 

Comprehensive, practical 
solutions to the complex cultural 
questions of architectural preser
vation are elusive. Yet the ramifi
cations are extensive, from the 
issue of national consciousness to 
the sustaining of a viable tourist 
industry, from community pride 
in local traditions and history to 
the survival of places of wor-
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ship. As events elsewhere in 
Europe have demonstrated, archi
tectural monuments are all too 
often the target of destructive im
pulses unleashed by the worst 
forms of ideological and national 
intolerance. The conference pro
ceeded under the assumption that 
historic preservation in Russia as 
well as in Central and Eastern 
Europe would not only preserve a 
valuable cultural legacy, but 
would also attest to the renewed 
health of a civil society. 

In closing, we would like to 
thank Jade Shiveley and Jodi 
Koehn for preparing this tran
script of the conference proceed
ings. 



HISTORIC PRESERVATION: 
ISSUES CONFRONTING 

EASTERN EUROPE 
AND RUSSIA 

16--18 MAY 1994 

Radziejowice, Poland. Cospon
sored by the Woodrow Wilson 
International Center for Scholars 
Federal Conference Fund, the 
Kennan Institute for Advanced 
Russian Studies Endowment 
Fund, the Woodrow Wilson 
Center/Kennan Institute Moscow 
Alumni Association, and the 
Polish Committee of the Inter
national Council of Museums 
(ICOM). 

Opening Addresses. 
Wojciech Kowalski, Professor of 
International Law, University of 
Silesia; Blair A. Ruble, Director, 
Kennan Institute for Advanced 
Russian Studies; Grigorii Kaganov, 
Leading Scientific Worker, Insti
tute of the Theory of Architecture 
and City Planning, Moscow, and 
former Short-term Schol~ Kennan 
Institute. 

Panel I. Maintaining a 
Sense of National Heritage. 

Discussion Leader: Wojciech 
Kowalski, Professor of Interna
tional Law, University of Silesia. 

Richard Longstreth, Professor, 
American Studies Program, 
George Washington University; 
Leszek Jodlinski, International 
Center of Culture, Krakow; Feliks 
Razumovskii, Co-Creative Pro
ducer, Artistic Broadcasting, "Fate 
of Russia" television program; 
Tat'iana Vasil' eva, Director, Office 
of Cultural Affairs, Iaroslavl' oblast'. 
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Panel II. Defining a 
Sense of Place. 

Discussion Leader: Grigorii 
Kaganov, Leading Scientific 
Worker, Institute of the Theory of 
Architecture and City Planning, 
Moscow, and former Short-term 
Scholar, Kennan Institute. 

Boris Nikolashchenko, Head of 
"Tsentr" Planning Studio, Institute 
of the General Plan of the City, St. 
Petersburg; John Stubbs, Pro
gram Director World Monuments 
Fund, New York. 

Panel III. Multiple Cultures, 
Multiple fferitages. 

Discussion Leader: Samuel 
Gruber, Director, Jewish Heritage 
Council, World Monuments 
Fund, New York. 

John Maciuika, Department of 
Architecture, College of Environ
mental Design, University of Cali
fornia, Berkeley; Father Georgii 
Mitsov, Priest, Church of the 
Ascension of Christ, Pskov oblast'; 
Leonid Raputov, Senior Researcher, 
History of Architecture Depart
ment, Moscow Architectural Insti
tute; Lester Borley, Secretary 
General, Europa Nostra, Edin
burgh. 

Panel IV. Practical Problems 
and Conflicting Interests. 

Discussion Leader: Blair A Ruble, 
Director, Kennan Institute for 
Advanced Russian Studies. 

Larisa Bannikova, General Director 
of Historic Restoration, Novgorod 
oblast'; Tat'iana Vasil' eva, Director, 
Office of Cultural Affairs, 
Iaroslavl' oblast'; Roger Lewis, 
Professor of Architecture, Univer
sity of Maryland, and columnist, 
The Washington Post; Andre 
Meyer, President, Commission 
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Federale des Monuments Histori
ques, Lucerne; Aleksei Shchenkov, 
Leading Scientific Worker, Insti
tute of the Theory of Architec
ture and Planning, (VNIID\G). 

Panel V. 
Preservation Pluralism. 

Discussion Leader: Blair A. Ruble, 
Director, Kennan Institute for 
Advanced Russian Studies. 

Antony French, Senior Lecturer, 
Department of Geography, Uni
versity College, London, and former 
Fellow, Woodrow Wilson Center; 
William C. Brumfield, Professor, 
German/Slavic Department, Tulane 
University, and former Research 
Scholar, Kennan Institute; Blair 
Ruble, Director, Kennan Institute 
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for Advanced Russian Studies; 
Aleksandr Vysokovskii, Depart
ment Chief, Institute of the Theory 
of Architecture and Planning, and 
Director, "Polis-3" consulting firm, 
Moscow, and former Short-term 
Scholar, Kennan Institute. 

Site Visits to: 
Zhirudowa 

Zelazowa Wola, home and birth
place of Frederic Chopin 

Arkadia Park 

Old Town Warsaw 

Video Viewin~ 
''Fate of Russia ' television program, 
Feliks Razumovskii, co-creative 
producer 
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CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS 

Opening Address. 

WOJCIECH KOWALSKI: It is my 
privilege and pleasure to give 
these opening words today. We 
are in a place called Radziejowice, 
near the palace. This palace was 
built of wood in the fourteenth 
century, then it was rebuilt in 
brick in the sixteenth century, 
then, as you can easily discover, it 
was rebuilt several times. We 
decided to organize this meeting 
here because it is not far away 
from Warsaw and it is a quiet 
place; a good place for discussion. 

As you very well know we need 
to discuss various problems, vari
ous aspects of the protection of 
national, cultural hentage. When I 
first learned of this idea, I was fas
cinated because I remember one 
of the seminars held in Salzburg, 
organized by Harvard University 
in which the idea was to confront 
the understanding of heritage and 
preservation in Europe and Amer
Ica. The results were really fasci
nating. Our approaches were 
completely different and the dis
cussiOns were quite long and very 
intensive. I thii1k we will have a 
chance to do this once more with 
our colleagues from Russia. The 
concepts of this discussion will be 
explained by our colleague, Blair 
Ruble, who is the Director of the 
Kennan Institute, which, in fact, 
organized and sponsored this 
meeting. Thank you very much. 

BLAIR RUBLE: I would like to 
thank Ambassador Kowalski for 
being such a good host. He has 
learned a lot about democratic 
elections in the short time that I've 
known him, because when we 
first met he was working in the 
Ministry of Culture and now you 
see hirri. listed as a law professor 
as a result of democratic proc
esses. But, still, I should say that 
this meeting would not have been 

possible without him and without 
the support of the Ministry of 
Culture of Poland. The Ministry is 
hosting us at this beautiful site. 
We'd like to thank them. 

There are two other people who 
are not present who must be men
tioned as well. Zbigniew Lewicki 
of the Polish Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs was responsible for getting 
us in touch with one another. 
Charles Blitzer, who is director of 
the Woodrow Wilson Center in 
Washington, D.C., provided the fi
nan-cial support for us to be to
gether. So even though Charles is 
back in Washington I think we 
should all have warm thoughts 
about him. 

This meeting grew out of several 
conversations I had with three 
alumni of the Kennan Institute: 
William Brumfield, Grigorii Kaganov, 
and Aleksandr Vysokovskii. 
William and I examine the issue of 
historic preservation whenever 
we go to Russia. And Aleksandr 
and Grigorii came to Washington 
and talked to people about his
toric preservation. There was one 
moment when the four of us were 
together and we started talking 
about how different the Russian 
and American conceptions of 
preservation were and are and 
how interesting it would be to get 
a group of people in the same 
room to talk about some of these 
issues. How educational it would 
be, both for Russian and American 
colleagues, to hear one another. 
When I met Ambassador Kowalski, 
he thought that having Europeans 
in the room would add an impor
tant dimension because European 
perspectives are different from 
both American and Russian. 
Therefore, we have all ended up 
at this beautiful spot together. 
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Rather than focusing around for
mal presentations, we thought 
that it would be better to draw 
out moments of disagreement. I 
think it would be very healthy if 
we can identify places where each 
of us as individuals have different 
points of view about shared prob
lems. If the discussion goes well, 
we may think about follow-up 
activities. But right now, I think 
the main purpose of the discus
sion is to put on the table ques
tions that we have all been 
thinking about and try to explain 
ourselves to people from a differ
ent background. In doing so, we 
should nelp each of us under
stand our own position better. So 
that is why the Kennan Institute is 
sponsoring this event. That is why 
the Woodrow Wilson Center, of 
which we are a part, has spon
sored this event. 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: First of all, 
I would like to say thank you to 
the Woodrow WilSon Center and 
to the Kennan Institute. Thank 
you for enabling all of us to meet 
here in this near paradise. As to 
the heart of the matter, the heart 
of the rroblem which brought us 
here, would like to say one 
thing. 

~el~nging to. a culture means be
mg mduded m a common memory, 
even against your own will. 
Possessing a memory does not 
mean being happy, because mem
ory includes not only what we 
would like to remember, but also 
what we ought to remember for 
our own benefit. We would prob
ably like to forget a lot of trungs, 
but memory is not sleeping. We 
know it is awake. It reminds us 
not only of the pleasant parts of 
our lives, but of the most unpleas
ant aspects. This is the main func
tion of memory. At this 
conference, we are prepared to 
discuss all aspects of the problem 
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of historical monuments and his
torical sites. I have a feeling of 
gratitude to this very insistent 
memory. I would like to say thank 
you once again to the people who 
organized this meeting, both on 
the American side and of course 
to our Polish hosts. 

BLAIRRUBLE: Each of you sub
mitted a paper, a very short paper 
based on five questions. We have 
compiled both English and Russian 
vers10ns of your statements. I 
hope that you all have the booklet 
now, whiCh has the program and 
the statements. We tfien set out to 
try to group people under certain 
themes, themes about which there 
seemed to be special feeling in the 
five page, six page, statements 
that you submitted. This does not 
mean that you can only speak on 
those subjects. It just means that 
we would like you to initiate a 
general discussion. We hope that 
everyone will participate in the 
discussion on all subjects and that 
you are not surprised by seeing 
your name listed under one sub
Ject or another. I think, probably, 
before I tum the podium over to 
start the discussion on "Maintain
ing a Sense of National Heritage", 
that we might simply go around 
the room and introduce ourselves 
so that everybody will know pre
cisely who is who. 

Before we get too much further, 
this is Monique Principi from the 
Kennan Institute who has han
dled a lot of your organizational 
matters. We should thank 
Monique for our being here and if 
you nave a particufar question 
about travel or finance, sne is the 
person you need to see. 

WILLIAM BRUMFIELD: My name 
is William Brumfield. I am a spe
cialist in Russian Studies at Tulane 
University; a professor. My own 
special interest is in the history of 



Russian architecture and its pres
ervation. I have published six 
books on Russian architectural 
history including, most recently, A 
History of Russian Architecture pub
lished by Cambridge University 
Press. 

FELIKS RAZUMOVSKII: I am Feliks 
Razumovskii. I am a presenter of 
a special program on Russian tele
vision concerning the history of 
Russian culture. The program is 
called "The Fate of Russ1a". We 
have produced approximately 
fifteen programs during the last 
two years on different aspects of 
Russian culture. These programs 
appear on the t.v. screen roughly 
once a month. I also published 
several books and a number of 
articles concerned with history 
and the history of architecture. 
This is where my main interests 
lie. Thank you. 

FATHER GEORGII MITSOV: I am a 
priest of a church in a Russian vil
lage. My name is Father Georgii 
Mitsov. For about ten years I was 
a research worker studying the 
history of painting-the passage 
from icon to portrait. Then I was 
an artistic restorer in Gatchina, 
near Petersburg, in a former tsar
ist summer palace. And now, for 
six years, I h.ave been a priest in a 
village church, the Church of the 
Ascension of Christ. My aim is to 
help man to merge his physical 
needs, those of everyday life, with 
his spiritual needs. As Father 
Pavel Florinskii, a great authority, 
said, "Each culture derives from a 
cult." So, in order to bring sense 
into our life and to make it hu
mane and fruitful, you cannot be 
either just a working horse or just 
a fanatic. Living under your real
ized emotional and spiritual 
qualities leads to a kind of a split 
fiuman being. He tries to force 
himself into a certain framework. 
Therefore, I was glad to accept 

this invitation. The problems that 
are going to be discussed here will 
help me and will probably be use
ful to those present here; to get 
into the details, into shades and 
hues of the problems that will be 
discussed here. Thank you. 

JOHN MACIUIKA: I am a student 
at the University of California at 
Berkeley. I am a student of archi
tectural history. My interests that 
have brought me to this confer
ence are in trying to understand 
architecture as part of, perhaps a 
small part of, a much farger cul
tural history, particularly of Cen
tral Europe, bracketed for myself 
in my studies, bracketed in the 
east by my studies of the Baltic 
nations, particularly Lithuania, 
and bracketed in the west by my 
study of Germany and Austria. 
My architectural studies are very 
closely connected with trying to 
understand political culture, espe
cially the formations that have led 
to what we might call modem 
consciousness in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, including 
such phenomena as nationalism. 1 
am hoping to contribute whatever 
I can to our discussions in under
standing different conceptions of 
what national/ cultural heritage 
means and the place of historic 
preservation in fhis field. Thank 
you. 

ANDRE MEYER: My name is An
dre Meyer. I am President of the 
National Commission for Preser
vation and Restoration of the His
torical Monuments and Cultural 
Heritage in Switzerland. I am in
terested in the methods and the 
technologies of restoration. I am 
teaching at the University of 
Berne, in the methods of conser
vation and historical monuments. 

TONY FRENCH: My name is 
Tony French, from University Col
lege, London. I am a geographer 
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and my special area and interest is 
the social geography of towns and 
historical geography of towns in 
Russia and in the other ~ublics 
of the former Soviet Uruon, in 
particular, Belarus and U zbeki
stan. In this particular field my 
recent work has been producing a 
report for the government of 
Uzbekistan for the conservation of 
their historic Islamic monuments 
in Bukhara, Samarkand, and 
Khiva. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: My 
name is Richard Longstreth. I am 
a professor of architectural history 
and director of the graduate pro
gram in historic preservation at 
George Washington University in 
Washington, DC. Most of my re
search and writing is on historical 
subjects, but I have been involved 
both as an academic and as a citi
zen in preservation activities in 
many parts of the United States 
for over twenty years. I have de
voted the last seven years to 
working with a Washington 
group called The Committee of 
One Hundred that is devoted to 
many planning and environ
mental concerns. With my work 
in particular, the group is saving 
buildings and districts. I've done 
this at the national level, too, 
through the Society of Architec
tural Historians. I, like many oth
ers in the U.S., am very parochial 
in outlook. We focus on our own 
community, our own nation, per
haps, but know less about the rest 
of the world. I am hoping I may 
have something to say that is use
ful to you, particularly from my 
first hand experience m this, and 
that I will learn a great deal from 
you as well. 

JOHN STUBBS: My name is John 
Stubbs. I am Program Director of 
the World Monuments Fund 
based in New York. I have been at 
that organization for three years. 
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Prior to that I practiced architec
ture for eleven years in New York 
City. Prior to that I worked for the 
US National Park Service in 
Washington, D.C. At the moment, 
I am also an Associate Professor of 
Architectural Preservation at 
Columbia University, teaching 
two courses; one in history, theory 
and practice of architectural pres
ervation and another course on 
the long, long history of architec
tural classicism. 

I would like to briefly introduce 
now the World Monuments Fund 
and what we are trying to do. The 
World Monuments Fund is a non
profit, private organization based 
m America that is trying to do 
what it can to advocate saving the 
best of man's cultural patrimony 
around the world. We nave come 
across some methodologies that I 
hope I can share with you over 
these next three days, some of 
which I think are very promising. 
In closing, I would like to mention 
that on the back table here, I have 
brought a fair amount of literature 
that explains what the organiza
tion is all about and how we do 
what we do. I invite you to take 
any of that material you care to 
have. I look forward to meeting 
and talking with each and every 
one of you over the next three 
days. Thank you. 

LESZEKJODLINSKI: My name is 
Leszek Jodlinski. I am a Ph.D. 
candidate at the university in 
Krakow. First of all, I represent the 
International and Cultural Center 
in Krakow and its department, 
the Institute for Urban Studies, 
Architectural and Monumental 
Preservation. To some extent, the 
name of this institute explains my 
reason for being here. Personally, I 
am interested in twentieth century 
architecture which, of course, also 
touches on some questions of 
heritage such as to wbat extent it 



is the common issue and to what 
extent it is in the scope of interest 
of national agencies and institu
tions. At our center there have 
been some programs already 
underway on heritage issue, on 
marketing cities, and on manag
ing historic cities. I hope that I will 
be able to learn a lot here and take 
part in some discussions, particu
larly in the cases that deal closely 
with research programs we have 
already started in Krakow. Thank 
you. 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: I am from 
the Institute for Theory of Archi
tecture and Planning in Moscow. 
The field of my interest is in the 
formation of an urban environ
ment, especially in old Russian 
cities, particularly Saint Peters
burg. I have a few publications. 
Thank you. 

WOJOECH KOWALSKI: My name 
is Wojciech Kowalski. I am a pro
fessor of International Public Law 
at the University of Silesia. For the 
last two and a half years I have 
been working in governmental 
service as Poland's, commis
sioner for Polish heritage 
abroad. As an academician I 
have published some books. 
Two of them are on the prob
lems of restitution of works of 
art in various situations, 
mainly restitution as one of the 
ways to eliminate the effects of 
war and changing and shifting 
borders. After my public service 
is finished, I will go back to the 
university in southern Poland 
where I will teach my students 
and also write on the various 
aspects of legal protection of cul
tural property. 

BLAIR RUBLE: My name is Blair 
Ruble and I am Director of the 
Kennan Institute in Washington, 
D.C. I am trained as a political sci
entist and about fifteen years ago I 
was invited to write a book about 
how the politics of Leningrad 
worked. Smce I was unable to 
find out how the politics of Lenin
grad worked. I started trying to 
understand how that remarkable 
city came to be the way that it is 
and began to look at the politics 
and economics of the develop
ment of the city of Leningrad. It 
resulted in the publication of a 
book called Lenzngrad: Shaping a 
Soviet City_, which appeared just as 
Leningrad was neillier Lenmgrad 
nor Soviet, but I hope I have 
something to say about how vari
ous factors, including preserva
tion, have an influence upon the 
shape of cities and how ilie shape 
of cities feed back into political 
life. I am mainly here as a bureau
crat, so I will stop with that. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: As 
a researcher for the Institute of the 
Theory of Architecture and City 
Plannmg, I am engaged in the 
study of city environment. I also 
have organized a special, private 
consulting firm, Polis-3. We have 
developed programs of develop
ment, such projects for about ten 
Russian cities. The most impor
tant aspect is socialization and the 
attitude of different groups of 
population, of different strata, to 
the monuments of culture. I hope 
this subtopic will find a place for 
discussion here in our seminar 
and I will learn a lot of important 
and interesting things from the 
seminar. Thank. you. 

ROGER LEWIS: You asked earlier 
why we were here. I think I am 
here because I am the official gen
eralist, or eclectic. Number one, I 
guess I am an architect and urban 
planner. I have practiced architec-
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ture since the late 1960s when I 
built a collection of buildings in 
Tunisia, in North Africa, wnere I 
served in the Peace Corps. I came 
back to Washington, D.C., became 
a teacher and now I am a profes
sor of Architecture at the Univer
sity of Maryland, which is right 
outside of Washington, D.C., 
where I do not teaCh history, I 
teach architectural design and 
sometimes architectural theories. 
Then, finally, to help pay my bills, 
I also am a journalist. I write a 
column for The Washington Post 
called "Shaping the City" (we 
didn't take that from the title of 
your book), which is a column 
that appears almost weekly about 
architecture, urban design, hous
ing, historic preservation, and 
alffiost any thirig else having to do 
with the physical environment. 

I should add that perhaps another 
reason I am here is iliat I have 
travelled quite a bit to Russia. I 
first went to Moscow in 1968, re
turned in 1989, lived for a month 
in the Gostinitsa Rossiia, the 
Rossiya Hotel, which allowed me 
to become really familiar with 
some of the problems of historic 
preservation m Russia because, as 
some of you know, in order to 
build that hotel they had to de
molish some buildings. Currently, 
with Blair Ruble, I am involved in 
trying to help restore the Dom 
Faberge in Saint Petersburg. I sus
pect those are some of the things 
that brought me here. Thank you. 

LESTER BORLEY: My name is 
Lester Borley. I live m Edinburgh, 
in Scotland, although I act as the 
secretary general of a body called 
Europa Mostra, which is l.Jased in 
the Hague. We are a federation of 
two hundred heritage organiza
tions in twenty-nine European 
countries. Our principle task is the 
development of a public aware
ness, education and involvement 
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in the heritage. I hope very much 
that during these two days we 
will talk about public involve
ment and awareness because it 
seems to me a critical first step in 
getting people to conserve their 
own heritage. 

Before that, I was the Director of 
the National Trust of Scotland for 
ten years. Therefore, I have practi
cal experience of managing peo
ple and managing properties. We 
owned 120 properties-castles, 
palaces, towns, villages, mountains
which received two million visi
tors a year. We were also a 
membership organization and 
that was the public commitment 
to the heritage. We had 250,000 
members, which was five percent 
of our population, which is actu
ally larger than any political party 
membership in our country. That 
is a significant fact, I think, when 
dealing with the politics of the 
heritage. 

Before the National Trust, I wan
dered as a member of the tourism 
industry and I worked as the British 
Tourist Authority in America, 
Australia, and West Germany and 
helped to develop tourism in 
Britain. I was the director of the 
English Tourist Board and the 
Scottish Tourist Board. 

I have been to Russia, but I don't 
claim intimate knowledge. I have 
been to Moscow, Leningrad, 
Tashkent, Samarkand, Bukhara, 
Khiva, and Alma Ata, so I do 
know something of the great 
treasures of your country. To sum 
it up, I suppose the rea~~n I a~ 
here is that I am a practitioner m 
the business of cultural heritage 
management. I am also very eager 
to promote the concept of people's 
understanding of cultural land
scapes. 



SAM GRUBER: My name is Sam 
Gruber. I am Director of the Jewish 
Heritage Council of the World 
Monuments Fund. By training I 
am an architectural and url::ian 
historian with a specialty in 
medieval cities, but for the last 
five years I have directed a pro
gram geared at the identification, 
documentation, _erotection, and 
preservation of Jewish historic 
sites around the world. We have 
initiated surveys, technical studies 
and restoration projects in coun
tries ranging from Morocco to 
Poland, Czechoslovakia to the 
United States. We have not done 
any work in Russia. I have 
worked in Poland a great deal in 
the last few years. We have just 
issued a report on the Jewish sites 
in Poland and are initiating resto
ration work of the temple syna
gogue in Krakow, whiCh I hope 
some of you will have a chance to 
visit if you go there later this 
week. 

By necessity, I have become im
mersed in issues of preservation 
of minority culture, particularly 
ethnic and religious minorities, 
and how difficult that often can 
be. That is one of the issues that I 
hope to address at this meeting. 
Thank you. 

LEONID RAPUTOV: My name is 
Leonid Raputov. I am a Professor 
at the Moscow Architectural Insti
tute, department of history of 
architecture and town planning. 
The sphere of my interests is the 
history of town planning, of the 
turn of this century art nouveau in 
Moscow and the history of Brit
ish, actually English, city plan
ning. In April of last year in 
London, I had a talk on this prob
lem devoted to the 1944 plans of 
development of greater London 
by Patrick Ambercrombie. Thank 
you. 

ALEXEI SHCHENKOV: My name 
is Alexei Shchenkov. I am the 
head of the Department on 
Mastering Heritage in the Insti
tute of the Theory of Architecture 
and City Planning in Moscow. In 
a broad sense my interests can be 
qualified as the problem of there
lationship between heritage and 
the present. In a more concrete 
way, I was first interested in 
closely related problems; the his
tory of city planning and the re
construction of historical cities. I 
have a number of books publish
ed on the subject. From the recon
struction I passed over to the 
problems of restoration and am 
the head of a big project studying 
the history of restoration work in 
Russia. Thank you. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: My name is 
Tat'iana Vasil'eva. I am the head 
of the Office of Cultural Affairs in 
the Iaroslavl Oblast, in the center 
of Russia. Our committee is a new 
organizational unit aimed at the 
preservation of national heritage. 
It was set up at the mayor's office 
and functions parallel to the com
mittee on culture. As the chair
man of this committee, I see my 
main task as creating a unit of 
preservation of historical sites, 
which would be a safeguard for 
complex, all around study and 
preservation of historical sites, 
uniting the efforts of local experts 
and those of the international 
level. Therefore, I am deeply inter
ested in the subject matter of to
day's conference. I expect to learn 
a lot and to find answers to many 
questions that bother me, for I do 
realize that many problems are 
common to different nations. 

LARISA BANNIKOVA: I am an art 
historian, vice director of the 
Novgorod State Joint Museum 
National Park. Our museum na
tional rark includes all historical 
sites o Novgorod, and other his-
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toric towns of the Novgorod dis
trict. Our activities include the res
toration of both real estate and 
movables. But if movables are a 
priority of museum workers and 
their restoration and conservation 
is never really channelled, it 
doesn't matter what the state 
bureaucrats would say about it 
except for matters of financing. 
The restoration, usage, and pres
ervation of the historical sites 
which are real estate, private 
properties, depends to a large ex
tent on how the bureaucrats 
would look at it. Very often, we 
are facing fairly critical conflicts 
and we are living through such a 
conflict in Novgorod. I would like 
very much that all those present 
will help me to better understand 
our problems and will offer sug
gestions or at least compassion. 
Thank you. 

BORIS NIKOLASHCHENKO: I am 
Boris Nikolashchenko. I am the 
head of a special planning institu
tional center in Saint Petersburg, 
in the Institute of the General Plan 
of the City. We are engaged and 
concerned with the city planning 
of Saint Petersburg. I am also the 
head of a private workshop which 
is engaged in architectural plan
ning of some particular sites in 
Saint Petersburg and in its sub
urbs. My major task is to harmo
nize the existing controversies 
which can be easily overcome 
with the problems of economic 
policy or the proper policy for 
funding such work. This harmony 
very much depends on the con
crete methods and legal proce
dures used and it is very 
important to discuss them. I hope 
that our discussion here will allow 
me to better understand these 
problems. Thank you. 
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Panel I. Maintainin~ a Sense of 
National Hentage. 

AMBASSADOR KOWALSKI: 
Thank you very much. The sub
ject we would like to focus on is 
"Maintaining a Sense of National 
Heritage". The idea is to give the 
floor to four J?eople who should 
talk about their understanding of 
national heritage. I would like 
really to focus on that subject be
cause when reading your papers 
sometimes the subject is very 
wide, the scope of the problem is 
very general. Please tell us what 
you can, what you think about the 
national heritage and maintaining 
a sense of it. Please, Richard Long
streth, you have the floor. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: Thank 
you. What national heritage 
means, I think, varies consider
ably from nation to nation and 
can vary considerably within 
nations as well. The remarks I 
wanted to make today do not nec
essarily apply to other places, but 
they might, or they may be the 
base of some ideas that are useful. 
What I wanted to focus on is what 
we refer to as our national historic 
preservation program, which was 
created in 1966, when our federal 
government really got into policy 
making for preservation in a sig
nificant way. In framing that legis
lation and in the many rules and 
regulations that emanated from it, 
I think much was taken from the 
European experience. But there 
was, to me, one very significant 
difference. The difference is that, 
in the US, since that time we have 
had no hierarchy in our listing of 
historic properties of any sort. 
Everything receives the same 
treatment. Currently, this applies 
at the national level with our 
national register of historic places 
and any preservation work that 
the federal government is in
volved in. But it also, then, trans-



lates to our states and also to our 
localities-municipalities, counties, 
or whatever-most of whom 
have adopted this same system. 
They are all different in detail, but 
the absence of hierarchy is a com
mon thread and a very important 
one. 

Why did this occur and why am I 
raising it today? Basically because 
we do have three levels of signifi
cance for our national register but 
they are of equal weight. There is 
national significance, state signifi
cance, and local significance. 
Those of us who work in preser
vation, or conservation as most of 
you call it, focus on local signifi
cance. Local significance is what 
we really deal with and part of 
the rationale for it is that tfie heri
tage of the nation as a whole, 
particularly when the nation is 
made up of so many different 
peoples, is more than our great 
national monuments-the U.S. 
Capitol, Independence Hall, 
Yosemite Park, and what have 
you. It is the composite, the aggre
gate, of all of these localities (all of 
these little towns, all of these rural 
areas, all of these neighborhoods 
in cities), many of which, from an 
historian's viewpoint, are not sig
nificant beyond their region. They 
are not individually of transcen
dent value, but collectively they 
do define our nation. Our nation 
from the standpoint of its collec
tive memory would be far the 
poorer without this aggregate. 

That's a key reason, but then there 
is also a personal reason. In an 
early preservation/ conservation 
conference held twenty-five years 
ago, shortly after all of this legisla
tion had passed, the state preser
vation officer in Vermont, which 
is a small state in our northeast
em sector, said, "Most of my 
constituents-most of the people 
to whom I am foremost responsi-

ble, the citizens of Vermont-are 
not like you and I. They don't get 
on an airplane and travel all over. 
They don't see Minneapolis in the 
midwest. They don't go to St. 
Louis or San Francisco or Los 
Angeles or Houston or Atlanta. 
Most of my constituents live in 
rural settings and spend most of 
their lives in Vermont. For them, 
their town, their township, their 
community is what they know 
and what they cherish. For them, 
that setting, that community, re
ally is their national patrimony." 

This gets to another essential 
point, I think, the difference in the 
way preservation or conservation 
is structured in the US, which is 
that most of the responsibility for 
whatever gets done is done at the 
local level and through citizen 
activists. It is througll the citi
zenry. We don't trust our govern
ments, or at least we have a 
healthy skepticism towards them. 
We try to work closely with them, 
but still we feel it is a private sec
tor responsibility. Having a system 
that is non-hierarchical encourages 
citizens to invest their energies in 
protecting what they have. It is a 
way that encourages people to get 
involved and, therefore, we also 
have no real system of priorities 
for what should be preserved. 

As an architectural historian, or if 
I were a geographer or what not, I 
could sit down and list without 
too much problem, even in a com
munity: tli.ese are the most impor
tant things, these are what we 
should be looking at first simply 
from the standpoint of their sig
nificance. But that often is not 
what happens. Things get pre
served because some group iden
tifies them and says, "This is 
important to us." And I may not 
think so but we understand. They 
do and therefore we let them do 
that. It's a messy process and the 
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physical work on the property is 
not always exemplary. We should 
license our architects to work on 
historic buildings, although we 
don't. However, a wide variety of 
things and a large number of 
things are conserved/ preserved 
as a result of this process includ
ing many things that wouldn't 
even necessarily be thought of in 
some other countries. And I will 
close now. 

LESZEK JODUNSKI: Well, I wrote 
in my paper that I am quite skep
tical about the idea of national 
heritage. I would like to put 
forward a couple of questions 
toward our Russian guests, that I 
think might be of importance, in 
order to realize or perhaps to 
share some experience referrmg to 
the issue of the heritage. 

First of all, although it may seem 
obvious, I think that it is worth
while to discuss what heritage 
really is, to what extent it is a mix
ture of history, of social life, of 
beliefs, mythology, whatever it is. 
Just put it as a question, because I 
thini< it is not an objective term. It 
is quite subjective. 

Experience shows ... that it is 
very difficult and to some extent 
very risky to define heritage as a 
national. Living in what we call 
Mittleurope, or Central Europe, 
one can realize that the historical 
resources that heritage is derived 
from belong to different nations 
and to some extent different heri
tages are formed from the same 
history. So maybe just putting 
aside the criteria of national heri
tage ... is easier and much more 
interesting. Maybe the first task 
that should be undertaken is to 
concentrate on creating local heri
tage, or to tum our attention to 
local heritage-what is called the 
local significance of this heritage. I 
think that this would allow an 
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attempt to create interest in the 
surrounding local countryside 
and local landscape or allow us to 
see national heritage or to define 
this term much more precisely. 

I will summarize by saying that 
we realize that Central Europe has 
to recognize mixed heritages, not 
the existence of only one. Some
thing that one may observe, as I 
also included in my paper, is that 
quite often, unfortunately, heri
tage, or the creation of national 
heritage, is overused in this part 
of Europe for different political 
reasons. There is, I would say, the 
inclination to create a national 
heritage of one place, denying the 
other nations a claim and the 
opportunity to use the same 
resources of history to create their 
own heritage. ThiS creates a phe
nomenon where it is sometimes 
difficult to speak, officially, about 
Polish heritage, of what used to be 
called Polish Eastern Territories of 
Hungarian heritage on the borders 
of these two countries, etc .... 

Local heritage derives something 
for the people that is connected 
with authenticity. That allows us 
to create institutions ... to serve 
as economic and social instru
ments which can help people 
reach an understanding of the lo
cal heritage. Thank you. 

FELIKS RAZUMOVSKII: I would 
like to warn you that this will be a 
personal point of view on the 
problem. If we look at the feeling 
of national heritage against the 
background of wbat Russia is 
going through now, talking about 
the present in Russia, it would be 
quite appropriate to use a defi
nition of an ideological crisis of 
Weltanschauung connected with 
economic crisis and other crises. 

Part of this great national crisis is 
the crisis of understanding of the 



national heritage, which we are 
going through now. What is it 
connected with? In my opinion, 
until recently we had an approach 
to heritage which I woula define 
as using a journalistic definition 
as a stone chronicle; if not a stone 
chronicle, then a wooden chron
icle. All the studies on heritage, 
and there was much research 
done on historic towns in Russia, 
treated the problem as a physical 
problem, of a particular lUstorical 
site, even of a whole town; but it 
was treated as an object, in isola
tion from other towns, from the 
whole countr}r, from the historical 
background, from the historical 
landscape with which it was in
separably connected. Meanwhile, 
the historians of culture, such 
authorities as Academician Li
gachev, put forward an idea of 
Iandscape, a panoramic vision, 
taking in life and understanding 
space that was the soil on which 
the Russian culture grew. In this 
context of the landscape vision, it 
became clear that by separating 
the town from its rural setting, or 
town from town, we are impover
ishing that feeling of national 
heritage. We are making it less full 
and significant. We are impover
ishing the sense that was placed 
in this idea by those who created 
the phenomenon. 

I would like to illustrate an exam
ple of such impoverishment. In 
1975, a treatise was published in 
the register of the Cultural Monu
ments of the Moscow district. This 
treatise documented all of the his
torical sites that had been studied 
by that time in the Moscow district, 
a large and most historically im
portant area of Russian territory. 
As one example, I will discuss 
Kashira, a small Asian town on 
the Oka River. Administratively, 
the limits of the Moscow district 
extend along the Oka River. The 
complex of the Belopesotsky 

Monastery was placed in one vol
ume because it is located on one 
bank of the Oka River and the 
town itself was described in a 
different volume. It is a unique 
situation when these two are com
bined in one unit because the 
monastery is a spiritual focus of 
the town and every citizen, every 
resident, visited it frequently. It 
was specifically built there and 
became separated from the town 
so that the space of the historical 
setting was a more important 
monument, by joining the two to
gether, than either the monastery 
or the town were individually. 
They became separated in this 
register in the Moscow district. 

I can provide many more exam
ples of such subdividing, of the 
separation of the towns from their 
rural environment Such an approach 
object by object did not allow one 
to feel the basic principle of the 
Russian architecture which could 
be called "modesty". I insist on 
this word because it had a special 
meaning not only in the moral 
sense. Modest meant something 
that would close the view that 
screens you from being seen. 

Architecture must be modest. It 
should limit its physical size so as 
not to dwarf the area, not to close 
the view, not to screen the view of 
the surrounding landscapes. For 
example, if we talk about Mos
cow, the view from the Kremlin of 
the surrounding villages and for
ests was one of the major artistic 
factors accounting for the beauty 
of Moscow. What I am driving at 
is that we should overcome this 
crisis of understanding the heritage 
and start talking not about the in
dividual objects and individual 
sites, which were treated hierar
chically in Russia. There were 
national monuments and local 
monuments. Instead, we should 
start talking about the uniform, 
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single, historical landscape which 
is quite stable. You can find such 
lanascape in the areas which do 
not have any very old sites, but 
where the landscape is very old 
and historical. 

Another example, also from the 
Moscow district, is the ancient 
town of Ruzha, which was the 
center of the principality in the 
years of feudal Russia. Ruzha 
only has one historical monument 
from the eighteenth century. But 
the first mention of the town goes 
back to the fourteenth century. 
The first four hundred years have 
left no trace of the existence of the 
city, no historical monument that 
coUld be introduced, entered on 
this wooden or stone chronicle. 
The historical landscape of Ruzha 
has been preserved and is a 
monument of great value. It is 
a good monument of the early 
Moscow culture. 

I believe that overcoming this crisis 
in the understanding of national 
heritage is connected with restor
ing such ideas as land, soil. The 
hiStorical landscape, in spite of all 
of the troubles wfiich Russia went 
through during its history, has 
been preserved quite well. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: I will try to 
be short. I am mainly engaged in 
the practical aspects of preserving 
heritage, not in theory. In our dis
trict, the Iaroslavl district or oblast 
in Russian, we have more than 
6,000 historical sites. Therefore, 
the problems which have been 
discussed now refer to us quite in 
full because what we have is part 
of the national heritage. In my 
opinion it is very important not 
oruy to have a dearer definition of 
national heritage, in order to 
establish a more precise categori
zation of this historical monu
ment, to make the terminology 
more precise-for very often it is 
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not unified and everybody uses 
the terms in different contexts
but we should also work out 
mechanisms or instruments that 
would help us to preserve the 
national heritage. In Russia we 
currently have a situation where 
the structure of state agencies 
working on the preservation of 
heritage requires serious reform 
as life shows it. To make myself 
dear I will remind all of those pre
sent here that in Russia we have a 
system in which the Ministry of 
Culture has a syecial board on the 
preservation o historical monu
ments. In local government depart
ments on culture there is a special 
section for the protection of heritage, 
or special scientific and industrial 
centers that are economic units 
which combine local supervision 
with the actual work. As a result, 
the state organs and protection of 
the national heritage are not inde
_pendent. They are subordinate to 
the ministries under which they 
function. They cannot be objective 
in what they are doing. 

Secondl)" they have almost no ex
perts on the staff. The reasons for 
this are many and I am not going 
to go into them. Life prompts us, 
if locally now, especially in such 
historical centers as Iaroslavl, to 
set up an efficient service for the 
preservation of national heritage. 
Our legal system is rapidly changing 
regarding what concerns property 
and heritage inheritance and there 
are problems of giving back to the 
Russian Orthodox Church and 
other churches the property which 
was once theirs. If we do not cre
ate powerful, effective and expert 
bod1es locally then we will lose 
the fight. Therefore, two years ago 
in Iaroslavl, an area rich in history, 
the administration of the oblast' 
came to the conclusion that an 
independent committee on the 
preservation of the national heri
tage should be established. The 



members of this committee are all 
experts from different areas of art: 
hiStory, art, architecture, art history, 
and so on. The task of the com
mittee is to develop long term 
projects which will find and pre
serve historical monuments and 
also supervise over those who use 
them as well as other functions 
which are normally the functions 
of the state run agencies. These 
functions have now become the 
duty of our specialists and ex
perts. 

We have lawyers on our staff of 
the committee. Many legal norms 
concerning the protection of his
torical monuments in our area 
have been accepted by the admin
istration. We have managed to en
force these norms and are keeping 
an eye on their continued enforce
ment. Of course the actual financ
ing of these projects is very 
important, not just their being 
marked on some sheet of paper. 
We developed an instrument in 
which certain sums are allocated 
from the federal and the district's 
budget using non-budgetary means 
that also exist on the town level. 
Financing programs are purpose
ful and directed. During the past 
three years we have managea to 
proceed with the restoration work 
(the conservation work), to con
tinue at archaeological expedi
tions and also to document 
national heritage, which is also a 
very important task. 

I would also like to say that now 
cultural heritage and its preserva
tion has become more and more 
present in the minds of common 
citizens. It has even become fash
ionable, a part of mass culture. As 
one of our lady scientists said, "It 
is better to have mass culture than 
no culture at all." I think that all 
of these things can be revised 
later, but we have lost so much 
time that we must be very active. 

We will also find some money to 
popularize our heritage. Begin
ning this year we have a special 
program, multi-media. It IS the 
computerization of our field of 
work. I would like to stress once 
again that the historical sites of 
each town cannot be looked upon 
as separated from the rest of the 
world heritage. It is our duty to 
preserve what has been left in our 
care. 

We also forget another aspect of 
heritage. We must preserve not 
only what has been left to our 
care, but also what we are creat
ing, what we will leave to future 
generations. This is probably the 
weakest point or greatest problem 
for our people. Thank you. 

WOJCIECH KOWALSKI: Let us 
start a discussion in the sense that 
we have already had more or less 
prepared statements. We are talk
mg about the sense of national 
heritage. As you very well know 
there is a concept of common heri
tage, of manKind, for example. 
There is a conceJ?t of national heri
tage and certam remarks were 
alSo made on local heritage: how 
it can be orchestrated, if 1t really 
works or not, whether these con
cepts are only theoretical. 
Whether we can really talk in one 
language. Whether we really 
understand the same thing by 
saying national heritage, or not. 

I remember a document from 1945 
in which we had to leave certain 
territories as Poland and there 
was instruction that we should 
take from this territory whole Pol
ish heritage. What does Polish 
heritage mean? Objects made by 
the Polish artists or pictures show
ing the Polish landscape? Probably 
the clerk was asked to prepare in
structions, and his imagination of 
the national heritage found his 
picture in the instructions. Of 
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course we did not do that, so the 
instruction was not fulfilled, but it 
is one of the practical uses of this 
concept. 

So I would like to ask one more 
question: do we really need to 
maintain a sense of national heri
tage? Who would like to tell 
something about that? 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: I would 
like to add some remarks to the 
very nice speech by Mr. Long
streth. To the principle of locality, I 
have already talked to him about 
that problem and now I would 
like to talk about that to all of 
the others present. Today, if 
something lacl<s very sharply for 
an appropriate and whole under
standing of architectural inheri
tance and heritage in Russia, 
possibly it is exactly this: the feel
mg of pride for people's own local 
ho1y places, ho1y sites, and holy 
objects. 

To what extent we can see that 
this feeling has disappeared I can 
give you a small example. Georgia, 
as a part of the former Soviet 
Union which is known for its 
more developed feeling of national 
and local pride, will be much 
more illustrative for Russia as a 
whole. Once my wife and I visited 
one of the oldest places in Georgia. 
They told me, "You should pro
nounce it properly. Not In-seta, 
but In-se-ta." 

There is a very ancient church in 
that town whiCh is an object of the 
common rride of all Georgians. 
There are local people who love 
that object and activists explain to 
the tourists what that place means 
to Georgians. One of them saw in 
our hanas a small book published 
in Moscow about the town of 
Inseta. He came up and told us, 
"What do you want? How much 
do you want me to pay for this 
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book? I can pay you any amount 
you mention. And you, please, 
give me that book I want to know 
the truth, the whole truth about 
the cathedral church." Unfortu
nately the book did not belong to 
me and I could not give it to that 
man, but he quickly copied a 
small chapter from the book. That 
situation is a very interesting one. 
Only in the book published in 
Moscow could that man, who 
spent all his life near that cathe
dral church, learn many impor
tant details about the site. 

This problem is also very impor
tant in Russia. In Russia, the feeling 
of pride for local sacred sites has 
a.lril.ost disappeared by now. Very 
often only some people from 
Moscow care about sacred sites in 
small Russian towns and only 
they defend those values from de
terioration by the local popula
tion. In Moscow itself, we can still 
feel that pride for local sacred 
places. Some Muscovites can say 
with pride, for example, "In this 
church, when Sovarov died there 
was a service held here." Even 
some forty years ago that feeling 
of local pride was alive in Russia. 
The fact that now that feeling has 
almost disappeared is the biggest 
threat for the common national, 
cultural heritage. I cannot under
stand how we could come back to 
the state of imagination which 
was underlined by Mr. Long
streth. 

BLAIR RUBLE: I find it interesting 
and amusing that in a room witl1. 
so many Russians and Americans 
we are finding it difficult to talk 
about national heritage, because 
we're both countries in which po
litical fi81:1feS have no difficulty 
talking about Russian national 
heritage or American national 
heritage. While Mr. Longstreth's 
discussion of local feeling was 
touching, if one were to go to a 



political rally headed by Ross 
Perot, or some other national fig
ure playing upon patriotic feel
ings, he woulcf not necessarily be 
talking about saving Vermont 
heritage. It does seem to me that 
there is a very emotional aspect to 
what specialists might want to 
call national heritage, which per
haps politicians understand better 
than architects. 

There is a sense of attachment to 
nation and nation's past which 
seems to move and motivate peo
ple. We haven't seemed to talk 
about that emotion yet. It would 
be interesting, I think, to hear 
from speakers from various coun
tries represented around this table 
whether or not there really is some 
sort of general notion of Polish 
national heritage or English 
national heritage or American or 
Russian that operates on a differ
ent level from our discussion, but 
when you go to a political demon
stration you understand that it is 
very real. 

LESTER BORLEY: I was going to 
say that the concept of the heri
tage is an intellectual one which 
many people in ordinary life can
not comprehend. It is very diffi
cult to put labels on things which 
people regard more simply and 
essentially as around them, as you 
so well described. I don't krlow 
very much about the Russian 
education system and how it is 
structured, whether it is on a na
tional curriculum or whether it is 
decentralized, but in my own 
country I have been to asked to 
say what heritage means to a Scot. 
I am a Welshman who lives in 
Scotland, but I will explain the 
Scottish sense of natiorili.ood. It is 
one of a nation that has emerged 
from some sort of, if you like, re
pression. It is 700 years ago that a 
Scottish king defeated an English 
king and gave a strong sense of 

nationhood. However, it's not the 
rallying cry which politicians use 
because we are stilf part of a big
ger United Kingdom. However, I 
think a Scot would identify with 
Scotland before he identifies with 
the United Kingdom. 

The London Times just published a 
book about the peoples of Europe. 
It's a very interesting book. I had 
thought like my colleague, Mr. 
Meyer, who sits on committees in 
Strasburg, that we were dealing 
with 42 European countries. The 
Times has revealed to me that we 
are dealing, actually, with 100 na
tions in 42 countries. That, I think, 
begins to make the distinctions 
between a country as a nation and 
the people within that nation. But 
in my own work in the National 
Trust for Scotland, we place great 
emphasis on capturing the minds 
of young people. The age group 
which we find most rrofitable is 
between the ages o eight and 
thirteen, because at that age there 
is still a sense of wonder. There's 
almost an unsophisticated sense 
of absorption and it may be diffi
cult for us in this room to put 
behind us our preconceptions and 
it may be impossible for us to 
translate our neritage in what I 
call "simple terms", terms which 
can be grasped by other people. I 
come back to the point that people 
do identify with what they recog
nize most easily and they do, 
using the word of writer, E.M. 
Forster, "connect". That connec
tion must be made, it seems to 
me, among the very young be
cause they don't carry with them 
in their intellectual baggage all of 
the misconceptions of a political 
past. 

I think I would like to make sure 
that during the next three days we 
underline that importance of the 
structured approach to education. 
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ROGER LEWIS: Let me speak 
from the perspective of an ob
server of what goes on :Primarily 
in the United States, but aJ.so draw 
some parallels with what is going 
on both in Europe and the rest of 
the world. It seems to me that 
we've been concentrating on the 
word heritage at the national or 
local scale. I would like to actually 
concentrate for a moment on 
what I see today as the paradox 
inherent in the word "nation." 

I was making some notes to my
self about what constitutes the 
measures, if you will, of nation
hood and I wrote a bunch of 
words down such as commonal
ity of language, commonalities in 
cUlture such as art, music, litera
ture, and of course architecture. I 
wrote down words like economic 
unity or integration, geographic 
or regionally defined commonali
ties. 1 even wrote down words 
like a soccer team, or a football 
team. Then I wrote down some 
words that are very simple to un
derstand. I went from street, to 
neighborhood to town (or dis
trict), to city, to state, and finally to 
nation. What, of course, I had to 
add to all of this is that the change 
in technology and culture that is 
occurring as we speak, that is the 
traditional bounaaries between 
nations are becoming less impor
tant for certain things. The para
dox I spoke of is that we are hving 
in a locitl culture, but also a national 
and global set of cultures that are, 
in my opinion, overlapping. I 
think what I am getting at here is 
that we don't have to mcike a choice 
between local versus national. 
Rather, we have to accept the 
notion that Robert Ventura called 
"both/ and" instead of "either I or". 

I think that we recog:r:tize that, for 
the future, the idea of nationhood 
is going to become more complex. 
Witness what is going on in the 
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former Yugoslavia. Witness what 
is going on in the United States in 
which there are people who think 
of themselves more as citizens of a 
state than citizens of a region or 
citizens even of a county or a city. 
I think given that, the notion of 
heritage becomes very complex. It 
is becoming more inclusive rather 
than exclusive. I think that, from 
my perspective as an architect 
where I always try to achieve in
clusivity in designing projects, we 
need to take the same approach in 
talking about "nationaf Fteritage". 
That is, I don't think national heri
tage is just one thing or even can 
be deffued as national. I suggest 
that the future is going to be about 
multi.P.licity of heritages and that 
we will probably at some point in 
the very near future find that we 
are even crossing traditional bor
ders in order to protect someone 
else's sets of heritages. 

ALEXEI SHCHENKOV: I think that 
Mr. Jodlinski's remark on the 
threats, which the problem of na
tional heritage includes, was very 
important. Heritage is always dia
lectic. It is always controversial 
because it always belongs to the 
past and to the future. It has pri
vate and general aspects, so the 
positive and ne~ative aspects of 
heritage have b1g mutual ties. I 
would not like to talk too much 
about national heritage. There 
was a spokesman who talked very 
well on that problem. I would like 
to stress that the national heritage 
is a way of self identification of 
the man with his environment. It 
is a necessary point of the social
psychology of continuity of devel
opment. That is why fue central 
part of Warsaw was reconstructed 
as the point of national remem
brance, but aggressive nationalism 
is very strong. It was long before 
the events of the Trans-Caucasian 
region of the Soviet Union when 
some specialists were talking 



about the threats of one Trans
Caucasian nation making the 
monuments of another its own. I 
cannot tell you whether the facts 
are real, but, it was an example of 
a national heritage and its ideas 
on the service of political goals. 

I fully agree with Mr. Kaganov 
that national holidays are very 
important for us as a positive as
pect of our ties with our own past 
and as our pride of our holy or sa
cred places. I think that problem is 
quite separate. The problem of the 
nationality of the heritage is a 
separate problem which will be 
discussed later. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: I 
would like to touch on three prob
lems. The first is: what do you un
derstand by monument? A few 
years ago I had the chance to 
become acquainted with the legal 
system ancflegal acts of some East 
European countries on the subject 
of protection of monuments and 
historical sites. In all of these East 
European countries, the notion of 
heritage and the notion of the 
monument was very broad. Some 
included landscape and even part 
of the historical ensemble or indi
vidual buildings. For example, the 
Moscow Kremlin, The Krakow 
Wawel, and the Athenian Acropo
lis are all historical monuments. 
The degradation of part of any of 
them would lead to the degrada
tion of the whole ensemble. If the 
Nike Terrace Temple was de
stroyed the whole Acropolis 
would lose a lot. So the idea is 
quite broad and we should work 
on making the concept of monu
ment more precise so that we 
would all be discussing the same 
thing. 

Second, there are three levels of 
monuments. The first is not just 
national heritage, the Acropolis, 
the Wawel, the Kremlin. These are 

monuments which belong not 
only to a particular national cul
ture, but they belong to the whole 
world, to the globcil community. 
This has been stressed in many in
ternational documents. The second 
level is national heritage. For Russia, 
there are many towns, many 
churches, and historical buildings 
which do not represent such a 
high level and are not so mean
ingful for the world culture, but 
they are very important for those 
who have a fee1ing of national 
culture. And the third level are the 
local monuments. I use the word 
in a conventional and arbitrary 
way. As an example, in a small 
Moscow town, I<liil., near Moscow, 
there is a small house which has 
no special cultural or architectural 
sense. What makes it so important 
is that Tchaikovsky, the composer, 
was born there. People come here 
to venerate it from all over the 
world. The local activists are the 
only people who support such 
small places which are part of the 
national pride for the people of 
that particular country. Thus the 
three levels. 

The third question: what is there 
to protect and who is to protect 
those monuments of history, art 
and architecture? In Britain, as we 
know, many historical castles 
belong to this or that family, and 
they become inherited from gen
eration to generation. They allow 
the public entrance for a certain 
fee and only at a given time. In 
Czechoslovakia in the 1950s and 
1960s they took another path. The 
state took under its protection a 
great number of castles spread 
over its territory. This was part of 
the national pride for the entire 
population. I saw how teachers 
with their school children during 
their holidays were walking from 
one castle to another. This was a 
way to educate them of the pride 
of their own nationhood. ThiS was 

Conference Proceedings 17 



also cultural education because in 
the castle they also saw pictures 
and music. This was a cultural 
education without being national
ist because they were eaucating a 
feeling of pride, not for just being 
part of one country, but part of the 
European or general heritage. 
Now, when these castles become 
private property, it is accompa
nied by the loss in such national 
pride in having them. So there are 
two possible ways. On the one 
hand, it is state protection or pri
vate protection. However, what is 
good in one country is not good 
manother. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: I think 
that one of the issues that Mr. 
Ruble introduced is that politi
cians often focus on things that 
people feel are threatened. At the 
moment we have the good for
tune not to have a threatened 
sense of national identity in terms 
of culture. We may feel threatened 
in terms of economics, which is 
what Ross Perot hammered home 
again and again. Having focused 
on the concept of place, let me 
change a littfe bit and focus on 
type for a second. There are cer
tainly types that transcend place 
and are quintessentially impor
tant to a nation. One can thirik of 
a very obvious example. One 
thinks of a country house in Eng
land as a type with which thou
sands and millions of people very 
closely identify as an integral part 
of their national heritage. For 
many Americans, the sk)Tscraper 
is central to our notion of a city 
and the things that we've done. 
Often, however, types such as 
these are not recognized from the 
standpoint of protection. This has 
happened recently in the United 
States with the movie theater. The 
great movie houses built in the 
1920s which are not peculiar to 
the United States, are again, quin
tessentially American in many 
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ways. Modest-sized family farms 
are becoming more and more rec
ognized as many of these are 
threatened due to economic 
changes. The free standing single 
family house has been a central 
part of the making of the Ameri
can landscape since the seven
teenth century and continues to 
be really an icon of the American 
dream. There are many people 
who don't necessarily recognize 
this from a historical perspective. I 
am working with stuaents in 
communities outside of Washing
ton, most of which started in the 
twentieth century as prosperous 
blue collar and lower white collar 
suburbs. In presenting our find
ings to the community, this is a 
non-renewable resource. We can 
no longer produce these bunga
lows and other vernacular hous
ing forms as moderate income 
housing, within this price range. 
Your community, among many 
others, shows in various ways 
how this continues to be an inte
gral part of the American land
scape even with large scale 
urbanization and centralization at 
the tum of the twentieth century. 

The shopping center would be 
another example; I have been try
ing to save several of them. I 
would like to save many more. 
The bus depot. One thing that 
took eight years was saving the 
Greyhound bus depot in Wash
ington, D.C., which was not an 
innercity line but an intercity line. 
In the 1920s and 1930s, Grey
hound became a major carrier of 
people from rural areas to urban 
areas and facilitated a very impor
tant part of our urban migration 
at that time. A person from the 
review board who decided whether 
or not this was going to get listed 
after our presentation said, "You 
know, I fiist came to Washington 
on the bus. This building was my 
introduction to the city and the 



place where I would live for the 
rest of my life." That was very im
portant. Our delegate to Congress 
at that time wrote the same thlng, 
that for many people this was ilie 
equivalent of Ellis Island for Euro
pean immigrants to America. That 
is a more localized example, but 
this happened all over the country 
as weiT. 

Often, physical artifacts can pos
sess very potent social, cultural 
meaning that transcend place. 
Every nation has them. They dif
fer from nation to nation, but you 
can establish some sense of com
monality between various locali
ties. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: I 
would like to act once more as an 
observer from outside and to ask 
two childish questions. First of all 
to myself, wnat are the links be
tween the two notions, heritage 
and national heritage? Does one 
constitute a part of the other? Is 
there any sense in differentiating 
between heritage and the nationa1 
heritage? How could we put our 
discussion in a more exact way in 
differentiating this way these two 
notions? Even the short discus
sion which we have had already 
can deliver an exact answer to 
that question that we cannot differ 
national heritage from heritage as 
a whole. To use the term of na
tional heritage, in order to be con
structive and positive, let's leave it 
for the politicians and national 
groupings and just keep in mind, 
that thiS is a dangerous term as 
was stressed by Mr. Jodlinski. 

The second question, on the other 
hand, is that it is essential when 
we talk about heritage not to sub
divide it into levels of more or less 
importance, but to take it in a cer
tain context. What is the purpose 
of using the term in discussing it? 
Then everything becomes much 

clearer and much more precise. It 
may happen that the national 
heritage is the one sufported and 
funded by the federa organs and 
not with the actual structure of 
the preservation of monuments. 
Therefore, the national monu
ment, national heritage, or any 
other kind of heritage should 
always be placed within a very 
distinct and well-defined context. 

Another important and childish 
question: is there any connection 
between the notion of heritage 
and heritage itself? Are they inter
connected? At least everybody 
implies, when talking here, that 
such a connection exists. The crisis 
of the notion of heritage has been 
presented very clearly. Mr. Razu
movskii did it. He said that the 
idea of heritage should not be 
regarded as a set of independent 
objects, just imagine that a new 
concept of heritage has won. 

I ask myself a question. What will 
it do to heritage itself after a bette4 
more correct, concept has become 
prevalent? Is there feedback be
tween the two? A good idea for 
heritage will immediately bring 
good results for heritage itself. Or 
is the difference between heritage 
and the idea of heritage just like 
the difference between the recipe 
for an apple pie and an apple pie 
itself. Or is the feeling of duty and 
responsibility the same as respon
sibility and duty itself. The apple 
pie can be eaten but the recipe 
cannot. But, without a good recipe 
you don't get a good apple pie. 

It would be very interesting to 
discover this feedback. I am sure 
you know a lot about it. I simply 
wanted to draw your attention to 
this aspect of the story on the very 
complicated connection, if there is 
one, between the idea itself and 
idea and the heritage itself. 
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ANDRE MEYER: I would like to 
come back to the notion of national 
culture and underline the programs 
that are attached to this notion. 
What about a little country like 
Switzerland? We have four lang
uages and four cultures and tell 
me, what is the national heritage 
in Switzerland. Is there a national 
heritage? I think we can only 
speak about a national heritage as 
the nation existed during the 
middle of the nineteenth century, 
when national feelings were coming 
and the national state was grow
ing up. From there we can speak 
of a national heritage. So you can 
speak from the post offices and 
you can speak from the Parlia
ment houses as a national cultural 
heritage. Before that, there didn't 
exist a national culture because 
that is a political notion. It is the 
notion of the political state which 
grew up in the middle of the nine
teenth century. I think we must be 
very dear on this fact. 

Next, I think we have to speak 
about culture. Culture in this time 
is local. It is always local cultures. 
I think that for this notion we 
have to be very clear in this sense 
so we cannot speak from national 
culture. We can speak about the 
nineteenth century from a certain 
national culture. However, we can 
speak from a national interest. We 
can speak from the Pan European 
interest or a world interest in the 
culture. When we lose this monu
ment of national interest then it's 
a loss for the entire nation. When 
you lose a monument that is 
important for the whole world, 
then it's a loss for the whole 
world. It's a loss. I think we have 
to clear these notions. The inter
ests can be national, local, Pan
European, but the heritage, it's a 
culture heritage, and it's not a na
tional cultural heritage. It's very 
important to see this. 
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While I am speaking, may I also 
come back to the definition of the 
culture. What is culture? I think I 
remark in my work, that we have 
two different definitions attached 
to the culture. We have the scien
tific definition, I would say, and 
the historical definition as the 
monuments are something of 
both scientific and historical inter
est. In addition, we have the defi
nition attached for the population, 
for the people. That's the most 
emotional or aesthetical. There are 
quite different ways to have as
pect on the cultural heritage. 

I think we should, perhaps, not 
now but tomorrow and the next 
days, also speak of these different 
attachments. It is very important 
to know that the population, the 
citizens, have an emotional, aes
thetical attachment. Old things are 
beautiful, we like them, but I 
think the real attachment must be 
the scientific, historical attach
ment. Only with this attachment 
can you also protect the culture of 
the twentietfi. century. You can 
also accept the political monu
ment as a culture. Even if you 
don't like it you have to maintain 
this. I think we have to speak 
about this notion, too. 

WOJCIECH KOWALSKI: Maybe I 
should be silent as a discussion 
leader, but being the only lawyer 
here I would liKe to remind you 
that there is also a legal standard 
in international conventions, the 
national heritage-and it gets 
more important, especially in the 
Unigyoi works on the restitution 
of stolen or illegally exported art 
objects. The concept oi national 
heritage, the idea of the problem 
of finding a link between the ob
ject and the state or nation or the 
piece of land is really getting im
portant. But sorry, maybe I snould 
be silent. 



LARISA BANNIKOVA: I would 
like to slightly change the aspect 
of our discussion of national fieri
tage, excluding the legal and his
torical aspects and concentrating 
on the aesthetic and moral aspects 
of it. How can we define it? The 
same person here once would call 
this heritage national or all-national; 
that Russia, which is multi
national, must talk not so much 
about national heritage but all
Russian heritage, all-nation heri
tage. 

I would like to talk about my area. 
We are now reconstructing a Pol
ish cemetery which is also to us a 
part of the national heritage of 
Russia. We are trying to restore 
this Polish cemetery where Polish 
people were executed. How can 
you explain to the people that we 
are restoring a Polish cemetery? 
We travel around villages. We buy 
old things there. We bought sixty 
icons from peasant £amiTies. We 
have restored them. You should 
have seen the joy of those who re
stored these icons and our own 
joy when it appeared that among 
those icons taken from the small 
peasant houses, there were sev
eral ancient, fourteenth and six
teenth century Byzantine icons. 
We never thought of such Byzan
tine icons, being not our icons and 
we would be proud to possess 
them as part of our national heri
tage. As to the politicians, I think 
they shouldn't oe allowed close to 
this notion. Then there would be 
no dangers coming out of it. 

Now I would like to argue what 
has been said by Mr. Kaganov. 
Moscow is a kind of a protector in 
relation to smaller towns, but at 
the same time Moscow was a de
stroyer to these ideas of national 
heritage. How would people 
know much about their heritage 
when the most beautiful fifteenth 
century cathedral used to store 

potatoes? In Novgorod there is 
a beautiful church, the Dmitrii 
Solunskii Church from the fifteenth 
century. Young people could get 
all kinds of education but history 
began in 1917. The people were 
deprived of their past. They say 
that if there was no past there will 
be no future. When we travel 
around villages, grandfather and 
grandmothers snow very good 
si~ of reverence. There are very 
little signs of national heritage. 
Little elements of material culture 
are relics for them. It is very diffi
cult to talk them into sellirig such 
objects. People would be poor, 
they would give their things to 
the museum and would come and 
see how they are shown in a mu
seum showcase but they would 
not sell them. It is not so broadly 
known, but it is true. 

As to the education problems, 
Novgorod today supports the 
concept that has been discussed 
before. Gymnasium colleges in
clude in their regular curnculum 
ancient history both of Novgorod 
and of Russia as a whole. Our 
museum also makes it part of its 
program. If you woufd like to 
visit, please do. We will show you 
all of It. 

FATHER GEORGII MITSOV: As a 
man who has close ties with peoJ?le 
in his everyday life and who tries 
to help in some way to make 
them more human, I am inter
ested in the factor of personal ex
perience of a man. One of the 
experts in the psychology of chil
dren said, possibly he was a Pole, 
that a small human being won
ders, "Am I the same human be
ing as the others?" When he 
grows up he says, "Oh, am I a hu
man beirig just like all of the others?" 
That state of imagination of the 
mind comes to the man when he 
is already a grown up. But a hu
man being in his own or different 

Conference Proceedings 21 



environment can adapt only 
when having some base in hirri. 
He needs some values in him and 
the heritage on which he will base 
the difference of that heritage 
can be material. It can be money 
heritage or it can be a heritage of 
emotions-that so often has no 
difference for a man. One of these 
factors can compensate the other 
one for many people. That's why 
for a poor man, so often his owner 
and his history are his only capital. 
Without that, he is just banl<rupt 
in his life. 

My spiritual teacher once said 
that tfie only thing a man can do 
in this life IS to understand and 
realize this life. This under
standing or realization of the life 
does not need any specific way, 
any specific forms, or means. It 
just needs a choice of who you 
are, with whom you go through 
this life, and what your values are. 
That is why for a Chinese man 
who works on his field, the most 
important point is the center of 
the village in which there is the 
cemetery. Working, he always 
stands in a position in which he 
faces his ancestors-his fathers 
and grandfathers. For a Russian 
now, cemeteries have lost their 
sense. Many just pay tribute in the 
hope that when you die you will 
be treated in an honorable way: 
that your children will come to 
your grave the same way you 
went to the grave of your parents. 
The majority of Russian grave
yards are attached to churches. 
From the bell tower of my church 
the graveyard looks like a deck of 
an aircraft carrier, where all 
graves are oriented toward the 
east and are getting ready to fly 
up. The cemetery dates back to 
tfie sixteenth century. It's interest
ing that somebody who may have 
no ties with religion and normally 
wouldn't go to Church for regular 
sermons says he would do any-
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thing he can to have his relatives 
buried in that sacred part of land 
near church in the graveyard, in 
the churchyard. 

Below the church there is an archi
tectural excavation site two and a 
half thousand years old. Further 
off there are seventeen mounds. 
Close by there are estates of Count 
Lvov and the parents of Field 
Marshall Kutuzov, who fought 
Napoleon, buried in the crypt of 
the church. He's the one who 
gave us victory over Napoleon. 
But people are not interested in all 
of that. Going abroad, a man, in 
order not to get dissolved in the 
general mass of people, begins 
looking for his roots and begins 
attending church, which he never 
did before. In this way he brings 
back to himself in an abstracted 
way what he could have as a part 
of his reality. 

Some sorrows, as the saints 
believed, could help a human 
being understand what his essence 
is and the necessity which makes 
him a human being. If we look 
back, we remember Job and his 
sufferings, when God allowed 
Satan to do all he wanted to him 
but not touch his soul. He was 
given remuneration. For me, it is 
more important in the course of 
this conference to define the essence 
of the human being since all of us 
come from one mother, have 
Adam as our father and are God's 
sons and daughters. We can be 
happy with the joys of each other 
because when you lose your es
sence and you dissolve, you don't 
become a global human being. 
Without your own personal capi
tal you can't participate in general 
affairs. That is why I think that 
Mr. Gruber collects all traces left 
by his countrymen. This makes 
the world alive and palpable. 
Without a conscious under-



standing of one's own self this is 
impossible. 

BORIS NIKOLASHCHENKO: I 
would like to return to the begin
ning of our discussion, to the 
words of Professor Longstreth 
and of Professor Jodlinski. I can 
understand that they did not see 
the tendency, the notion of na
tional heritage as opposite to the 
general notion of heritage. As far 
as I understand, their conclusion 
was that you can understand na
tional heritage only through tm
derstanding local heritage. It is 
even more important because it 
can also bring together the posi
tions of Mr. Lewis and Mr. Niko
lashchenko. All of this sounds so 
close to the words of Nikolai 
Everikh, who never talked about 
the national heritage of a territory 
because he understood that the 
notion of nationality is so difficult 
that we cannot start with it. We 
can understand that notion of na
tionality only starting with that 
notion of territory and its heri
tage. He was talking about the 
tribes who have lived on this terri
tory. 

I must also say that the notion of 
local culture sounds ambiguous in 
English and Polish, but in Russian 
it is somehow connected with the 
level of administration, "which 
remained". With that word, we 
define only the level of admini
stration. In Russian, it is better to 
use the word territorial heritage 
or original heritage. If you would 
allow me to give a small example, 
I can show that there have been 
very good words about depolitici
zation of the problem. 

In our Leningrad district, which 
still is called Leningrad, there is 
an old town, Old Ladaga. Quite 
recently it has been proven that 
this is the most ancient settlement 
on the territory of the Russian 

state, older than Kiev and 
Novgorod. However, this fact was 
not made very popular because at 
the beginning thiS was a Norman 
settlement. Varangians lived there. 
It was not Russian, which sort of 
depreciated its value. Our Russian 
theoreticians did not like it 
because our science was politi
cized. For some time, Ladaga was 
the capital of the Russian state. In 
this ro1e it was succeeded by Kiev. 
Other capitals were Novgorod, 
Moscow, and Petersburg. There 
were four capitals in Russia and 
the oldest was Ladaga, a fact 
which was not made public 
because it was founded by the 
Normans. This should not dimin
ish its importance in the under
standing of Russian, in the same 
way as the fact that Normans, in 
1066, conquered Britain did not 
diminish the feelings of the Brits. 
This is a sign of the nation's maturi~ 
when we stop being ashamed of 
our roots. We now have signs that 
the Russian nation has become 
more mature because all of the 
materials and research data con
cerning Ladaga have been pub
lished recently. 

FELIKS RAZUMOVSKII: I would 
like to talk about the two interest
ing questions put here. What do 
you understand by national cul
ture? This notion has its own 
sense. Father Georgii was talking 
about the major, essential aim we 
have in life. It is understanding 
what we are. He said that for 
this you do not need any external 
means, but at the same time he 
showed that these means are 
necessary. For the Chinese this is a 
cemetery. He is looking at the 
cemetery and feels that he is 
Chinese. 

Russians also had those factors 
that allowed them to identify 
themselves. I think that these are 
the true elements of national heri-
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tage. This cultured national land
scape of which I had been talking 
is one of them. Only we should 
know how to use them. You must 
possess a certain medium, a cer
tain languase in order to make 
use of it. This language, I called it 
panoramic vision or landscape vi
sion, is the ability to absorb the 
landscape as something of greater 
importance than each individual 
element. Otherwise, each river 
would be Jordan and each lake 
would be a sea of life. If we do 
possess this language which al
lows us to make full use of the na
tional culture as the source of 
cognition of life, then we can talk 
about national cultures. If we do 
not possess this language, if we 
have lost it, and for us historical 
monuments are just objects to be 
protected, then of course it is not 
heritage. If the politicians try to 
present them in this way, then of 
course it is easy to use national 
heritage for political games. So 
this is the common language for 
and through which this heritage 
has been created. 

Now we can pass over to the sec
ond question asked by Mr. Vyso
kovs.Kii. What difference does it 
make that we change our under
standing of heritage when once 
we lool<ed at it object by object 
and another time we reco~ed 
this landscape vision? What 
change does It bring? Why is it 
important? I think it does bring a 
change, because then heritage 
begins to work for us. It helps us 
to find our place and to under
stand what we are. Of course, the 
consequence will be that the people 
will protect such heritage. As long 
as heritage is just a number of 
objects listed in certain registers, 
they will do nothing to protect 
them. 

SAM GRUBER: There are several 
topics to address and I will cer-
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tainly get to them in the next few 
days. I would like to deal with 
Father Mitsov' s comments maybe 
tomorrow when we have the dis
cussion on cultural diversit)r. I 
would like to give a few thoughts 
perhaps to sum up of some of the 
Ideas on national monuments and 
heritage. I believe that it can be a 
dangerous term, but I think it is 
one that we have to deal with be
cause it is one that is widely used 
and one that we have to confront 
in the legal and popular frame
work. In a very practical way, we 
have to confront It because it is the 
way that we must deal with the 
meChanics of preservation and 
conservation for many of our 
sites. The ~delines and particu
larly the funding for historic pres
ervation often trickles down from 
the top, or national entities, so we 
have to deal with that reality. Mr. 
Meyer made some very, I think, 
telling definitions; the idea that 
national monuments or national 
heritages is what is in the national 
interest. Of course, this is a very 
attractive idea, although national 
interest itself is very subjective 
and what that means is open 
to interpretation. It seems that 
maybe we can break down the 
ideas of national heritage or national 
monuments into certain catego
ries and then take what is best 
from each of these categories and 
perhaps together we can modify 
an eXIsting definition into a more 
useful one. 

Perhaps in a neutral term, national 
heritage would of course be de
fined by geographic boundaries. 
In that case, whatever happens or 
whatever exists within Poland's 
contemporary boundaries would 
be Polish national culture, whether 
it is German, Jewish, Polish, or 
Belarusan-as long as it is within 
the borders, it is Polish. Certainly 
that is very inclusive, it may not 
be popular with everyone. Clearly 



national heritage is more than 
that; it is cultural. We all recognize 
that and I think when it is used as 
a cultural concept it can be a posi
tive, unifying force. It unifies people 
and places with shared values 
and experiences. These are both 
the good and the bad experiences 
that were referred to before; sites 
of great glory and shame. They 
are part of the national heritage, 
too, but are a part that is shared 
by the population. 

Then there is the political notion 
of national culture. We have 
talked about the general disgust
ing nature of politicians, but they 
are the ones that are actually mov
ing the agenda forward in many 
cases. We have to deal with what 
is defined as the political defini
tion, too, as oppressive as it often 
turns out to be. I think the politi
cal definition is often the cultural 
definition defined by a winning 
majority. It is not the shared cuf-. 
ture of everyone. It is not neces
sarily even the shared culture of 
everyone within a geographic 
boundary, but it is the political 
cultural definition defined by a 
ruling party or elite. The political 
definition and the political monu
ments are the ones that disappear 
over time. They are the Lenin stat
ues that are toppled. They are the 
churches that are burned during 
the French Revolution. People 
don't like them and they don't 
last. The cultural values are the 
ones that continue. I don't have a 
solution, but I think if we recognize 
these different aspects of national 
monuments we can perhaps deal 
with them more effectively. 

Lastly, I think all of these have to 
be considered in the educational 
process. I think it is true that his
toric preservation without educa
tion is meaningless. It is just a 
collection of objects. It is like 
collecting butterflies. It means 

nothing to the people today and it 
does no honor to the people of the 
past. I think it is true today that 
there is great alienation in the 
world from our past. I was re
cently reading statements by skin
heads and neo-Nazis and what 
became clear was that all of them 
seem separated and feel very 
divorced from the past. One of 
them said, "For us, the time is five 
past twelve." That is, we are not 
part of what happened before, we 
have no input into it. They are 
alienated. They are not affected. 
They were not educated between 
the ages of eight and thirteen 
about the values of the past, those 
traditional values that Father 
Georgii was talking about. Whether 
we are religious or not, I think we 
all recognize that there are certain 
values that are worth transmit
ting. I believe that the great role of 
historic preservation, whether it's 
an individual monument or whether 
it is a neighborhood, whether it is 
a farm, or an immigration station, 
whether it is an Orthodox church 
or a Czech castle, is that these are 
the doors from which we enter 
the past, which we can communi
cate with the past, and in which 
we can capture those values. All 
of us, to a certain extent, whether 
we are bureaucrats or technicians, 
have a responsibility to act as the 
interpreters of those values and to 
use the vocabulary of monuments 
to communicate those values. We 
speak the language and commu
nicate those values to people to
day. I think it is a very serious 
responsibility. I hope that we can 
make some progress toward that 
and, in fact, go back to our coun
tries and help to define national 
monuments and establish national 
agendas in this direction in our 
own homes. 
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FATHER GEORGII MITSOV: I have 
a very short remark. In part, Mr. 
Ruble already said what I was 
going to say. I wanted to draw 
your attention to the fact that 
there is a different understanding 
of national heritage. There are 
state notions of heritage-political 
and, of course, first of all, the 
general cultural notion of heri
tage. Here I would like to cite Mr. 
Khomokov, a Russian national 
thinker, who asked a question of 
rhetoric more than 150 years ago: 
"Why are we interested m culture? 
When it seems that the general 
human aspects should draw our 
attention first of all?" It was the 
period when everybody dreamed 
of those general humankind 
issues in every aspect of social life, 
in culture, in literature, etc. 

He answered his question, of 
course, that all human issues are 
very important. I do not know 
any example when that generally 
was not expressed in a national 
form. It is always expressed in a 
national form. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: I 
also have a very short remark. On 
the idea of Father Georgii Mitsov, 
I think that is really tfie highest 
criterium for defining the national 
heritage; heritage as a way to save 
your soul. I think that is a purely 
Russian approach to the problem. 
It is Russian because it is both use
less and right. It is so right and it 
is so useless. It is right because, really, 
it is the most important point, the 
most important criterium, and the 
most important goal. But it is 
really useless because nothing 
comes out of it. Salvation as itseff 
and salvation through monu
ments is still a purely individual 
matter. Nevertheless, I am so 
grateful to Father Georgii for put
ting that very high criterium for 
our discussion. I think the rest of 
that concrete method of work 
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with heritage, all the ways of social 
techniques, physical _planning, 
and econormc approaCh make 
sense only when they are in
volved in the approach which 
was presented by Father Georgii. 

Possibly it's a defect of Russian 
culture, but we always prefer to 
talk about highly spiritual mat
ters. Unfortunately, we always did 
much less for realizing that m real 
life. I think that our meeting is one 
of the steps which will let us feel 
that high Russian idea with that 
important Western rationalism. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: Very 
briefly on the matter of national 
heritage: preservation and conser
vation in the U.S. sounds wonder
ful, but it is very messy. People get 
very emotional. It is like having a 
delmquent child in some ways; it 
happens at the worst time, every
boay hates you for it and so forth. 
One of the problems we have 
often had is one group versus an
other and one group's response to 
something or other which others 
of us would love to say essen
tially, "It is not my history. I am of 
a different origin, different country, 
different race, different social 
group, what have you." The re
sponse to that, I thlnk, has to be 
that many of us live in and inhabit 
settings that are very different 
from those in which we grew up 
or from which our parents came. 
This happens both ways. There 
are all sorts of appropriation, if 
you will, by various groups of dif
ferent places. These places can 
assume new meanings through 
that process. It is another layer 
and a very healthy and construc
tive one. This is not just an intel
lectual or a cultural construct, 
because it also works. It has to 
work in the real world, the politi
cal world, of protecting sites in 
our country. Some peopfe say that 
all preservation is 1ocal, but I try 



to emphasize out of experience 
that we need a strong federal 
presence and we need the states, 
too. We need a system of checks 
and balances between all of those. 
It would be a disaster if preserva
tion was left up to the federal gov
ernment, but 1t would be equally 
disastrous if the locals had it all to 
themselves. You need the combi
nation, you need to work con
structively so that you get the best 
of both worlds. We do not want 
cultural jingoism, but we don't 
want cultural Balkanization either. 

JOHNMACIUIKA: I agree very 
much. I think Professor Long
streth made some very poignant 
and good remarks with respect to 
the practical aspects of preserva
tion in a very real world context. I 
would like to go back to the two 
speakers immediately before that, 
particularly Father Georgii and 
Aleksandr Vysokovskii. In refer
ence to the idea that the personal, 
psychological or moral dimen
sions of individual experience are 
somehow useless, I think that my 
own respect for Father Georgii s 
remarks derives from the fact that 
in our quest to define national, 
cultural Fteritage, we are using the 
concept of the nation as a means 
to try to understand how indi
viduals in any society can forge 
meaningful linkages between 
themselves and among each other. 
We are given in this day and age 
the concept of national culture. As 
Andre Meyer has reminded us, 
the concept of national culture has 
been given to us because it is a 
historical artifact that lasted cer
tainly until the present day. We 
have watched only in the last sev
eral years the large scale historical 
shifts that can occur between, say, 
an empire and a nation. If we look 
at the Arab countries we can look 
at shifts from the national para
digm to a fundamentalist, in this 
case Islamic, religious paradigm. 

That is to say regions of the world 
choose cultural forms by which to 
organize themselves. 

I won't go on at lengtft about this. 
We will have plenty of time to ad
dress it tomorrow and the next 
day, but I am interested in the no
tion of the nation itself as an arti
fact. I am also interested in the 
very human need to forge link
ages between people and also, as 
Professor Longstreath pointed 
out, the need for some forms of 
authority, some forms of hierarchy
! think Sam Gruber alluded to 
this-some forms by which the 
resources of societies can be dis
pensed. These meaningful links 
between people can be made con
crete, wheilier in buildings or 
landscapes. 

WOJOECH KOWALSKI: Thank 
you for this discussion. We had a 
very general discussion with 
many extremely interesting re
marks. I do not intend to make 
any conclusion, but I would like 
to make one remark from my ex
perience. The notion of Polish 
heritage is very popular in this 
country. Poles really like to use 
this notion. They are very proud 
to have this Polish heritage. But, 
living in this part of Europe, full 
of remnants of the cultura1 activ
ity of other nations, this remains 
the cultural activity of other nations. 
I strongly, even desperately some
times, advocate the concept of the 
heritage of Poland. Not Polish 
heritage only, but the heritage of 
Poland. My God, the Auscfiwitz 
concentration cam:r is not our 
Polish heritage, but 1t is on the list 
of world heritage as Polish heritage. 
At least people say that it is Polish 
heritage. No, it is the heritage of 
Poland. Of course, I am at this 
moment very close to the concept 
of territoriality, which was men
tioned today, but I think that is a 
kind of solution. 
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Panel II. Defining A Sense of 
Place. 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: The first 
part of our session today will be 
aevoted to the sense of place in 
the life of human beings. It is so 
important that a human being be 
tiea to a certain place that he 
would keep memones that would 
tie him to a local culture. 

The idea of place is an arguable 
concept. On the one hand, it has 
been shown quite convincingly 
that every normal human being is 
not able to have a vision of the 
world other than through some 
concrete places. The world does 
not exist for human beings. Actu
ally, we know these are places 
connected with his life. I think this 
is a very important circumstance 
in favor of a focal approach. 

On the other hand, what is the 
place? It is not so easy to find a 
common solution for this notion. 
For one person it will be a very 
small space between two small 
houses, or between two small 
hills. For another person it will be 
a space between two mountain 
ranges where he brings his sheep 
to feed. For somebody living in an 
arctic area the place is not con
nected with the borderline between 
water and earth. In winter the 
ocean freezes over and there is 
one space linking the land and the 
ocean, what is there below the 
snow level is not important
what is the water ana what is 
land. This is place, he is living 
there. For us, it is a desert and for 
him it is full of life. Let us decide 
for ourselves what sense we 
would imply in the word "place". 

This place should be small 
enougfi that one human being 
could really identify himself as 
part of it and big enough for it to 
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have a distinctive cultural sense 
for other people. Let us try to do 
that, if you don't mind. 

BORIS NIKOLASHCHENKO: In 
order to be more productive, let 
us not devote too much time to 
formal definitions. A place for me 
is every place where people live. 
Mr. Kaganov is right in saying 
that the place could be very small 
or very f>ig. It is the natural land
scape that is a decisive factor, 
whether it's a small place or a big 
place. It would be right to devote 
some time to discussmg the sense 
of the idea of place. It would be 
consistent in our analysis, which 
is not a very productive way, but 
if we start fiom that we can subdi
vide the identification process into 
five operations. 

We must first of all understand 
how this natural landscape has 
been formed. For this we need 
geological materials and historical 
evidence of its formation. For 
example, St. Petersburg is a big 
valley between two plateaus 
which had never before been in
habited, or at least had been in
habited to a very little extent, 
because the area consisted of 
swampy lowlands very uncom
fortable for living. When we begin 
the study of that area as a place, 
we begin with a geological setting 
and tfie geographical features of 
it. What this fanascape looked like 
at the moment when people 
started settling there is very 
important. 

Then the history of the settlement 
itself becomes important-how 
the settlement devefoped. It is the 
force of this operation that is the 
history of the social consciousness, 
including the peoples' awareness 
of this place and ilie development 
of the settlement there. The fifth 
operation is the qualitative estima
tion of this place from the point of 



view of the modem people living 
there who continue to settle there 
and develop the place. 

Kevin Lynch suggested a good 
way of doing the fifth operation. 
In fact, if we admit that the sense 
of any notion is outside it, then for 
the place which is considered 
space the only other measure is 
time. That is the context for place. 
If we try to give some preli.rrlinary 
definition for the sense of the 
word place, we can say that the 
sense of the place is the history of 
the settlement which developed 
there. 

I will talk in detail about each of 
these five operations if you would 
allow me to do so. The first opera
tion, the landscape, should inClude 
not only geography and geology, 
but also the bas1c perimeters 
of climatic changes. For a human 
being to live in a place climatic 
changes are very important. 

When we go to the second opera
tion, describing the landscape at 
the time when human beings 
appeared there, what is very 
important is the ethnic, cultural 
type of the population that inhab
its it. How well does it fit eco
nomically and culturally into the 
landscape? How indigenous is the 
population? How seftled is it? Is 
this place just a transit episode for 
them, or does the settlement 
become permanently inhabited? 
Does the existence last for a long 
time? The roles of important his
torical figures in the development 
of a settlement are also important 
factors. That is, what were the 
state and economic aspects and 
the motives that made the popu
lation stay there? What is more 
important among those motives? 
Was it utilitarian, pragmatic, eco
nomic factors, political, military, 
or some other which influenced 
the fate of the settlement to a great 

extent? What were the reasons for 
founding a settlement there? Was 
it just the will of a dictator, of a 
totalitarian regime, or some public 
reason? The spatial type of settle
ment is also important. Is it a local 
point, a town, a monastery, or a 
fortress? Were there several settle
ments neatly scattered over a 
large territory? 

For the third factor, the develop
ment of the settlement, two proc
esses should be focused upon. 
Did it develop from one point as 
the rings on a tree, as the old 
towns developed, ~owing 
around a nucleus, or was 1t a kind 
of carcass framework of streets 
when a settlement was simulta
neously set up in a large area? It is 
also interesting to follow the 
development gradually. Was there 
one general plan that many gen
erations followed or were there 
some sudden changes? An exam
ple is Haussmann's plan in Paris, 
when suddenly a new plan was 
introduced and you can see both 
traces of the old places and 
Haussmann' s Paris coexisting. 

Two types of settlements present 
two principles of development. 
The first is when you scratch the 
text off and write new text on the 
old paper. The other is when you 
write in the new ideas in between 
the lines of what has already been 
in existence. Most of the European 
towns developed following the 
second type. What a place was in 
the history of a nation is very 
important for a country. It may be 
a small place revered only by the 
local population or it may be a 
place which was an important 
stage in the development of the 
whole country and fufluenced it a 
great deal. 

In addition, it is important to 
understand what the priorities of 
this town are, what are its real 
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estate monuments, other catego
ries, or hierarchy? Finally, what are 
the frustrations and the triumphs 
of the particular place? Sometimes 
this influences our estimation and 
appreciation of the place. How the 
community that has been living 
there accepts her vision of the 
place and the public awareness of 
1t is also very important for the 
place's identification. These are 
various descriptions of the life 
there-iconography, photography, 
poetical and literary records, 
paintings-and how it is reflected 
in the consciousness of the popu
lation. It is important to differenti
ate between the testimony of 
the local people who live there, 
indigenous populations, and the 
travelers who go through the 
place and leave their memories of 
it. Besides, there is a myth that 
every place is connected with. 
This mythology may appear in 
very different kinds of testimo
nies. In historically rich areas 
there is a secondary reflection, 
which appears as the basis of all 
of this information that has been 
formed in the public conscious
ness, a special branch of signs de
velops, the signs of the place. It is 
very important to give the floor to 
the specialists who devoted their 
lives to studying the place scien
tifically. 

I will not concentrate on the fifth 
issue. I direct you to Kevin Lynch 
who did it so well that I am not 
going to dwell upon the subject. 
In the end, there must be some 
synthesis, in our case maybe it 
would be too much to call it a 
definition in the scientific sense, to 
understand the sense of place. 
Understanding is an alloy of scienti
fic analyses with the feeling of the 
place which you can only develop 
by living there. Therefore, it is dif
ficult to talk about a place because 
you don't have a Chance to get 
this feeling until you live there. 
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You cannot create a bank of data 
or a bank of definitions that are 
abstract and alienated from the 
subjects and objects of our study. 
It is the kind of synthesis where 
there is no distinct boundary be
tween the subject and the object. 
Therefore a purely scientific dis
cussion is haidly possible. A good 
example of such a synthesis can 
be provided by people who have 
some artistic or literary talent to 
reflect and to describe the place. I 
am not going to read, but I have 
two examples. The way Antseferov 
writes about St. Petersburg, which 
he called the city of tragic imperi
alism, expresses the essence in 
three worlds. Hadson described 
Venice-! can provide you with 
the chance to read it if you would 
like-you cannot express this in 
two words you should simply 
read it. It is about fifteen lines of a 
beautiful text. 

In conclusion, we can make the 
definition more precise. It is the 
place, the sense of the place and 
the history of its being settled by 
the people realized through an ar
tistic synthesis of understanding 
and feeling. Why is such under
standing so important? Each place 
requires a special code to be set up 
of rules and limits to any changes 
in this place. This code should be 
adequate for the particular place. 
It should also be oriented to bal
ance the interests of the part of the 
community that stands for preser
vation of the place and the part of 
the community which stimulates 
change and introduces some ac
tivity into its life. The balance of 
these interests is harmful, which
ever part is willing. If the rules are 
too rigid, it will lead to stagnation 
of the economy of the place. 
Finally, it would be harmfuf to the 
sense of place itself and may lead 
to the destruction of its monu
ments. The heritage may suffer. 
On the other hand, if the l:ules are 



too lenient and changes too radi
cal, this may also lead to very 
negative economic results. The 
sense will be changed of the place 
and altogether the place will suf
fer. 

JOHN STUBBS: "Defining a sense 
of place" I completely agree with 
wnat was said earlier al::iout how 
subjective this question really is. 
In dealing with the issue it is obvi
ously very hard to define, it 
depends on who is asking the 
question. Both of the key words in 
the expression "sense of place" 
can be considered problematic. Is 
the sense of place a region? Is 
it the world? It is everything, 
depending on who is asking the 
question and probably when it is 
l::ieing asked. 

Sense of place. The word sense. 
What senses are we referring to? 
Is it perception of myth or reality? 
Whose sense? The sense of a life 
long resident of a place or the 
sense of a first time visitor? 
Which senses? Sight? Smell? 
Sound? Is it a sacred place or an 
everyday place? These are ques
tions for environmental psycfiolo
gists and have been addressed in 
several books in recent years. It 
really has a lot to do with the 
abilities of the human mind. Vari
ous psychologists have experi
mented not only on human 
perception but also on the percep
tion of other animals. Famous 
experiments have been conducted 
on rats, astronauts, and other living 
beings-how they perceive and 
react to space. What is their sense 
of place? 

What we do know is that there 
are enriched environments and 
impoverished environments. Peo
ples' reactions to both types of en
vironments are very different, 
ranging from complete apathy for 
a place to a passionate love for a 

place. I have been to a place in the 
last year where I am quite con
vinced that nearly every citizen of 
the place would die for historic 
buildings. I certainly could not 
say that about the iilhabitants of 
parts of my own city, New York, 
where people are completely apa
thetic regarding the pface and the 
buildings that form the place. 

When these kinds of questions 
involve history, they necessarily 
ought to involve historic preser
vationists. Thus, defining a sense 
of place has to do with noting the 
distinguishing characteristics or 
integrity of a specific site with 
regard to historic architecture and 
its context. We are talking about 
integrity of historic association or 
currents and include the usual 
questions: the birth place, the 
signing of the treaty, tfie location 
of a murder. Another form of in
tegrity is integrity of style: pure 
Gothic revival, neoclassicism, or 
some combination of styles that 
are just character defining aspects. 
Integrity of use is a certain charac
ter defining aspect, not only high
minded uses, but also things that 
have to do with the labor indus
try, those kinds of things. Integrity 
of material-how materials were 
manipulated in various ways, 
integrity of craftsmanship and 
detail, integrity of age-how age 
provides a certain intrinsic value 
to a structure or a sense of place. 
The older the building the more 
reverence we might have for it. 
This, of course, goes for artifacts 
as well, or even parts of artifacts. 
There is integrity of a physical set
ting, or the landscape, or the con
text, for an individual building or 
an enclave of buildings, particu
larly with regard to water and 
land. This whole question of why 
places were constructed where 
they were constructed is a ques
tion that is not asked enough, in 
my opinion. In my expenence, 
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one can trace the source of so 
many decisions to build to the single 
word of water, whether it is pro
viding transportation and is a life 
source for the inhabitants in a 
ground form like a great river or a 
spring that attracted animals or 
early inhabitants of a place after 
which more sophisticated civiliza
tion grew. Then you have combi
nations of these special forms of 
integrity and that is where the 
problem becomes quite interesting 
from our point of view. 

All and all, these are aspects of the 
character of a site. Many sites 
have unique qualities. In fact, all 
sites are distinct from one another, 
but what is really special, in many 
cases, is the authentic variety that 
results at a place that has changed 
over time. This is a variety that is 
impossible to reconstruct or repli
cate. Changes over time at a 
particular site determine what a 
particular place means over time. 
Pick an ancient city. Rome for in
stance, what Rome meant in re
publican times, in imperial times, 
medieval times, renaissance times, 
baroque times, modem times. 
What one building in Rome 
meant, the Coliseum, what it was 
before it was the Flavian Ampi
theatre, what it was for the people 
when the Flavian Ampitheatre 
was open, what it was for the 
Christians, what it was in the 
Middle Ages when it was mined 
for its stone, what it was in the 
Renaissance when it inspired 
architects, in the Romantic period 
when people commented so on 
the jungle-like setting of the Coli
seum. There is the question of 
interpretation, a sense of a place 
and how it changes over time. No 
two places, or historic sites, that is, 
are exactly alike, which means the 
procedures for preserving and 
presenting each site must be 
tailored to the circumstance. 
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First, one must consider the 
threats to a place. They have to be 
well understood. The chief threats 
to a sense of place are the usual 
perils of antiquity: fire, flood, war, 
natural deterioration. The main 
threat, it seems, is from man, es
pecially population pressures and 
population sprawl or unplanned 
development. There is also great 
danger, as we have learned, from 
modem planning and failures of 
modem planning. This is a princi
ple aspect of the business to be 
considered. It seems that most 
modem planners have gone about 
their tasks from the standpoint of 
creating, whereas the task of his
toric preservationists and preser
vation planners, as it were, has 
more to do with curating. There is 
a fundamental difference. In fact, 
different personalities are almost 
drawn to these two aspects of the 
field of planning. 

One assumption certainly is that 
the issue of landscapes must be 
tied to the problem of saving and 
enhancing the built environment. 
As for implementation, there are a 
great number of good examples to 
look to as to what to do. There is 
the defining of a methodology 
and the inventory of places. What 
makes places special and what are 
these character defining aspects at 
specific sites. We have referred to 
Kevin Lynch already, but he is 
coming at it from a modem plan
ner's point of view, which is cer
tainly a marvel. His book is world 
famous, but I think the stress with 
his work has more to do with cre
ating than curating. I am not try
ing to detract from the importance 
of the book, but I am suggesting 
there is another point of view that 
people seriously interested in 
history and historic preservation 
might take in addition to Kevin 
Lynch's good work. 



As far as what to do, there are 
plenty of good examples. As pro
fessionals m the field, we all kil.ow 
them. For farm lands, look at the 
great examples arotu1d the 
world-FrenCh farmland, Czech 
farmland, and how beautifully 
maintained they might be. As far 
as individual buildings, the thou
sands of historic districts that 
work in the world, you need look 
no further than the individual 
sites. There are plenty of sites to 
look for. So, the question of what 
to do is not so muCh the issue. The 
question is how to do it. 

Implementation is the question. A 
good part of the issue is how to 
read the landscape, which brings 
up the large question of interpre
tation, which is connected to the 
word appreciation. A part of all of 
this is preserving the prototype, 
the real thing. You see in certain 
places like this world famous city, 
where restoring a building or a 
work of art is all about conserving 
the prototype. Rebuilding the 
Staroe Mesto in Warsaw is a 
world famous example, but I 
would like to leave this discussion 
with one question having to do 
with defending history and the in
tegrity of history. I think this will 
be a Challenge that we all have to 
face increasingly in the future. In 
some parts of the world, history is 
threatened with being cheapened 
by certain approaches playing fast 
and loose with the meaning of 
history. These are huge questions 
about the viability ana validity of 
enterprises such as Walt Disney 
World, the replication of entire 
historic environments, or attempts 
to do this in other places of the 
world. These are concerns that I 
think we all have as preservation
ists and that will increasingly be 
subjects for our agendas in the 
near future. It is relevant because 
we are talking about historic 
integrity. I would like to leave 

with those few points. I have 
probably asked more questions 
than I have provided answers. 
Alas, as we have heard twice 
already, this is a hugely subjective 
question. Like the word love, it 
means a lot of things to a lot of 
people. 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: Thank 
you. I have a question, too, if you 
would allow it. What is that won
derful place where people are 
ready to die for eacn historical 
monument? 

JOHN STUBBS: Armenia. 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: They are 
dying there for other reasons, too. 

JOHN STUBBS: I will never forget 
tours of Armenian church sites by 
people, not just historic monu
ments' experts, but locals, who 
convinced me that historic build
ings are more important than hu
man life. Thank you. 

GRIGORII KAGANOV: There is 
one thing that I would like to add 
to what you have said. The place 
may be different, it may be the 
whole world. It may be the size of 
the whole world. A popular song 
comes to my mind, which was 
popular in the Soviet Union. The 
refrain is: "My address is not a 
house or a street. My address is 
the whole of the Soviet Union." 
My daughter became very sad 
when she first heard this song and 
said, "Poor, poor man. Is he living 
just in a forest tu1der a tree?" If for 
a human being the place becom
ing the whole world means that 
he is homeless, then he is place
less. 

One more consideration. Each 
place, I believe, has more than one 
inhabitant. Of course we can dis
cuss the way you posited that human 
beings are enemies to the place, 
but there are no places w1thout 
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people. The whole problem of 
particifation is the problem of 
severa people colliding in the 
same place. This is the core of our 
history. 

FATHER GEORGII MITSOV: Two 
towns were mentioned in the pre
vious discussions, Rome and St. 
Petersburg. This is one of the 
problems that has been bothering 
me for a long time. I would like to 
share with you my understanding 
of the problem that Peter I, the 
emperor, had when he decided to 
build a city which Pushkin said 
was built against a proud enemy. 
Blok, another poet, said that we 
wlll start a world fire, having 
revolution in mind, also to tease 
the bourgeoisie of the whole 
world. The city was started as a 
kind of a threat not only to the 
Swedes, who were their neighbors, 
but also to the whole world in 
Blok' s words. 

A city begtm with such a main 
view had to have some strong 
support, not just the piles that 
were put into the swamps, but 
some other kind of support. That 
was the idea of Rome, which was 
bothering Russia and which 
found its development in St. Peters
burg. There were no Seven Hills 
there, no earlier history, no 
continuation, and as far as I 
understand it, Peter created an en
vironment which in his under
standing would be equal to that of 
Rome. He had no love of art, but 
he bought Italian sculpture for the 
summer garden. He invited Italian 
architect Sergini Martanovi and 
they created a pseudo-Roman set
ting. Since everybody knows that 
all roads lead to Rome, they tried 
to build a Rome here and to give 
St. Peter a town. Rome has only a 
cathedral of St. Peter, but without 
this idea of Rome, to whom the 
whole world belongs, Russia 
could not claim its place in Rome. 
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Peter required some capital, some 
spiritual capital. That is why the 
city was created as a senitope. You 
know that in ancient Greece, if 
somebody died and he died far 
away from home or he drowned 
in the sea, they still made a grave 
for him, prayer was read, and the 
soul of the dead was called three 
times. Everybody believed that he 
was living there in that grave. 

A similar thing happened to St. 
Petersburg. The major cathedral 
of St. Peter and Paul, the epicenter 
from which the cartography of the 
world is at zero meridian of Rus
sia, had this feeling of the heart, 
since Peter had the same name. 
You had to somewhat relate the 
town both to him and to the apos
tle Peter. This helped Peter in his 
life, but basically it helped him to 
develop his ideas, to inculcate 
them. Later, this sense was taken 
away from the town. On Peter's 
birthday, which is the thirtieth of 
May, as an ideological diversion 
they celebrate the memory of 
Isaac the Dalmatian, the saint. The 
construction of the largest cathe
dral in St. Petersburg was begun 
by the architect Montferrand. This 
identifies the main cathedral of 
the city with the day on which 
Peter the Great was born. In this 
way the city began to be named 
after Peter as a human being. 
Recognition of this fact called for 
the building of the belfry of the St. 
Peter and Paul Cathedral up fifty 
meters and the return of the 
proper name to the city without 
understanding what it means. 
This is about the same as writing 
the word "God" with a small letter 
(this was the tradition in Soviet 
Russia), because for us, St. Peters
burg would mean what it had 
meant to Peter, to whom it was a 
kind of a driving force for devel
oping Russia. 



I wanted to say that not only the 
material factors, the will of the 
ruler, the presence of water and 
not even the sacred site, but the 
purposefulness are orienting the 
whole effort and inculcating a 
global idea to one concrete place. 
This is a strong stimulus for de
velopment. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: I 
would like to change the topic 
slightly. I think we have tali<ed 
enough about the spiritual aspect 
and content of place. I wantea to 
continue our discussion about the 
threat for the place which man 
creates. I share the opinion of Mr. 
Stubbs, contrary to what our es
teemed chairman said, for I think 
I know which people Mr. Stubbs 
has in mind. You are talking about 
architects and designers, who are 
the real threat to a place. These 
people, having very good inten
tions in mind, try to protect a 
place from physical danger, and 
this often ends in deterioration of 
the place's condition. One recent 
example is the idea of protecting 
St. Petersburg from floods. They 
built a protection wall which cuts 
the Finnish Bay, not letting the 
water to St. Petersburg. This was, 
of course, not the decision of ar
chitects and designers, but, of 
course they supported it, carried it 
through and implemented it. 

The results are obvious. The largest 
part of the Finnish Bay simply 
aied. This is a great threat wfien 
the designers take upon them
selves the right to make decisions
what is good and what is bad-in 
order to support or save a place. 
They make these decisions them
selves or are supported by the 
authorities, wiiliout discussing 
~ese ideas with the people inhab
Iting the place. However sophisti
cated your message might be, 
your knowledge and under-

standing of the situation would 
not save the place from the horri
ble designer. 

As a second point, I would like to 
ask one question. Is the sense of 
place connected with the legal 
right of ownership? Can you say 
that if somebody possesses a 
place, a house, or a piece of land 
then ~e is responsible for the pres
ervation of the surroundings in 
which he lives? It is for an owner 
that protection of his real estate is 
the most urgent necessity. If a hu
man being is not an owner, he 
becomes apathetic to what is 
going on. Is it enoug~ to ~place 
the sense of ownership w1tn the 
sense of place? That is the main 
question. 

In the Soviet Union, this kind of 
substitution was made on a mass 
scale. A whole class of pseudo
owners appeared, which oelieved 
that they were owners of a parti
cular environment, but they were 
not. They forgot about places in 
the way we talk about tllem. The 
legal rights of ownership and the 
~~of place are very.cfo~ely and 
mtricatefy related. I think 1t 1s im
portant to discuss this here during 
today' s discussion, because so far 
in our country there is a complete 
ban on private ownership and 
restitution on any historic site, 
contrary to the Western practice. 
Is this positive or is it negative? 

ALEKSEI SHCHENKOV: I wanted 
to draw your attention to the per
ception of place. As with any 
other heritage, it has always been 
connected with how important or 
unimportant it is for a numan be
ing. When talking about historical 
heritage, what comes out first and 
more often is the historical con
tent. The history of a place, of a 
site, or of a building becomes 
more important. Aesthetic percep
tion comes next, taking the second 
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or maybe the third place. This is 
probably true for culture in gen
eral. 

As a paradoxical example, a well
known specialist studying Pushkin' s 
work, Ni pomneshcliii, was com
plaining that during his lectures 
people were not very interested in 
his analysis of ilie beauty of 
Pushkin' s words. It was not the 
verse and the poetry that inter
ested them, but the biography of 
Pushkin's life. This is qwte under
standable. History is c1oser to the 
people and easier to understand. 
This is the first item on which I 
wanted to concentrate. 

I would like to add that what fol
lows are some formal qualities 
which are important because they 
are markers of history. People can 
be :eroud of a huge cathedral, or 
by the decorations or ornamenta
tion of a place, but it is their tie to 
history. The second point I would 
like to dwell on is that this histori
cal content may be regarded as 
valuable as part of the culture to 
which you oelong by the right of 
birth, or because it is part ota dif
ferent culture. Let us take, for ex
ample, Russian heritage in the 
Uruted States, or the Indian's heri
tage in Alaska. 

Modem American curators of na
tional parks are contemporary in
habitants of the place and take it 
as their own culture. They are in
terested in it and show interest in 
it. They emotionally accept it and 
this emotional involvement con
cerns not only the educated part 
of the population, or people di
rectly connected by their profes
sional interest to this, but also 
broader masses of the population. 
It is interesting to compare the 
American Indian heritage and 
Russian heritage. I was told that 
local Indians who were christian
ized also take the Russian heritage 
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in Alaska as part of their own 
heritage. One of the tribal Indians 
told me that the Russian Ortho
dox Church in Sitka is the best, 
most beautiful building in the 
world. He was so deepfy and so 
emotionally involved in taking it 
in as part of his culture and heri
tage. 

The third point is in response to 
Mr. Vysokovskii's comments. Cul
ture may become your own by 
tradition and by place, but the 
place will not always be your own 
JUSt because you own it. If you 
simply own a place and you have 
no roots connecting you to it, then 
the decision to change, to pull 
down, or to build something new 
will be eas~ History knows many 
examples of this. 

TONYFRENCH: I think what I 
want to stress is that the spiritual 
place is actually a remarkably 
changeable feature. It seems to me 
it is rather like the air around us. 
It is there all right. We can feel it, 
but we cannot see it. To an even 
lesser degree can we take hold of 
it and it changes all the time. I 
think that BoriS Leseyevich was 
right when he suggested that the 
creative artist is the one who can 
define the spirit of place, even bet
ter than the academic or the scien
tist. One can think of artists who 
have succeeded in doing that, 
whether it is Sinclair Lewis and 
his main street in America, or 
Hardy and his Wesics in England. 
Or possibly, the thought crossed 
my mind listening to the com
ments about St. Petersburg, 
Falconet' s famous statue of Peter 
the Great, which was raised as a 
monument to glorify a tsar, but 
was taken into the broad Russian 
culture by the poem of Pushkin as 
the "Bronze Horseman" and, 
therefore, was carefully preserved. 
One might have thought that the 
statue of a tsar woUld not be 



saved during the Communist pe
riod, but all through the siege it 
was protected by sandbags. It was 
savea because it was then part of 
a different kind of sense of the 
place of St. Petersburg. 

This varies too, even within one 
place and between groups of people. 
In the old St. Petersourg before 
the revolution, it was perceived in 
a different way by the aristocracy 
who came there seasonally for 
their season in town than by the 
workers who lived in the city all 
year round working in the factories. 
In the different parts of London 
today, people have a perception of 
their own area of London, 
whether it might be Tower Ham
let in the east end or the area 
around Slone Street-different social 
areas. Because their local percep
tions are different, their percep
tions of the city as a whole is 
different. There is London, but it 
is seen as many different things 
by different people. 

In the same way, this changes in 
time. John Stubbs made that point 
very effectively with the example 
of Rome. It can be actually quite a 
short term change, almost from 
generation to generation. One has 
only to think of when one is talk
ing to one's students and of how 
differently they can see a place 
from one's self and one's own 
generation. Social change is tak
ing place all of the time. People 
will leave one place. One can 
think of economic change in the 
old coal mining villages of South 
Wales, or the north of England. 
There was an intense sense of 
place and of community bound 
together around the mine where 
everybody worked. The coal mine 
closed and there are still people 
living there, but that sense of 
space has totally changed. The old 
sense has now gone. It may be a 
very much poorer sense of place, 

but it has changed within one 
generation. This means that the 
meaning of the monuments can 
also change relatively quickly. The 
sense of their importance, as the 
sense of the general place, has 
changed. Though, of course, there 
can oe things that do survive in 
spite of eveiything. I think, per
naps, Arbat Street IS a case of con
tinuity of the way people see it. It 
was always a street where people 
walked and shopped. That is 
what it has become now, it has 
been pedestrianized. It has main
tained a role in the consciousness 
of people in Moscow. It does not 
even have to be in a built environ
ment. One can think of Laxton, in 
England, where by accident of 
history the Medieval three field 
system has continued. Now people 
go to see it almost like a museum 
of Medieval history, but it is con
tinuing in the old way. 

ROGER LEWIS: Tony French 
picked up on something I was 
going to add to the discussion; 
this idea about changing or shift
ing values. I think that is a very 
important point to keep in mind. 
If I can elaborate on tfie relation
ship of shifting values to the intel
lectual shifts that occur, I would 
like to remind everybody of 
something that we talk a lot about 
with our students; which is how 
often we architects and planners 
(and I have to accept my guilt as 
being one of those people) do 
things because they seem like a 
good idea at the time, only to find 
out later that they weren't such 
good ideas. I was reminded by 
the comments earlier of what hap
pened in this century with respect 
to the avant garde theoretical 
speculations of, in particular, Le 
Corbusier with his vivadouse and 
his radiant city concept for Paris. 
The impact of that theoretical 
mind set was tremendous both in 
Europe and America. We see its 
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consequences in the housing es
tates around Moscow, in New 
York City, in St. Louis or in War
saw, Pofand. The ideal place in 
space was thought to be, of 
course, a vast park: with freeways, 
or autobahns, coursing through 
them with buildings raised on 
pilots with helicopters (you've all 
seen the pictures) landing on 
roofs. It was extraordinary how 
many people bought into this 
concept and built millions of 
square meters of space and place 
predicated on that. 

We in the United States were, I be
lieve, awakened as much by a 
book as anything else. Jane Jacobs 
wrote a book called Death and Life 
of Great American Cities, whiCh 
Boris Nikolashchenko' s comment 
about Kevin Lynch reminded me 
of. Jane Jacobs wrote this book, as 
you probably know, about thirty
three years ago and said, "Wait a 
minute. Wait a minute. We have 
made a mistake here." Again, as 
you probably know, over the last 
twenty years the theory and intel
lectual discourse has changed. We 
architects and planners are now 
trying to reinvent urbanism to 
serve as a cure for what we intel
lectually and mistakenly changed 
during this century. I say this oruy 
to underscore the pomts made 
about being alert to the fact that 
the cultural values or at least the 
intellectual cultural values, can 
change for the better, but can also 
move us in the wrong direction. I 
think we have to be wary of that 
possibility. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: The 
question of ownership, I think, is 
a very important one in preserva
tion and the short answers are no 
and yes. First the no. Land owner
ship has been inherent to the set
tlement of much of North 
American territory since the sev
enteenth century. It was one of the 
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things that distinguished that re
gion from many others on the 
globe, certainly at that time and 
for some years thereafter. 

We regard land ownership as one 
of our great dreams and one of 
our great rights. Beginning in the 
seventeenth century and the first 
period of settlement in what is 
now the U.S., we have not been 
good stewards of our land. We 
have not used it effectively in 
terms of production of food or 
in terms of mineral resources, 
although we like to think we are 
getting better at doing that. We 
have not used it very effectively in 
terms of settlement either. Cer
tainly the greater part of the 
history of American cities is to 
create things to last for less than a 
generation. In many major Ameri
can cities in the nineteenth cen
tury, fifteen or twenty years was 
considered a normal lifespan for a 
building and then something else 
would happen. This occurred 
most intensely in the city centers 
because they were expanding and 
getting denser. It also occurred, 
and much less has been written 
about this, in residential areas as 
cities at a very early date were 
also spreading laterally to a far 
greater degree than a number of 
cases in Europe. 

The tendency would be for the 
people who first occupied a 
neighborhood to leave that area in 
relatively short order. This process 
still goes on. We can see it today. It 
is not in "inner-city" neighbor
hoods, but in neighborhoods, 
many of which were built in the 
nineteen-forties or nineteen-fifties, 
that are now in a state of decay. It 
is a part of the landscape most of 
us do not see, but it is very large 
and its implications are quite omi
nous. 



Now the yes part. The call for re
form in this process where you 
would have continuity and a 
sense of stewardship of land that 
you own came not from planners 
so much-there was no such 
thing as preservation or conserva
tion at fri.e time as a largely organ
ized activity-but from real estate 
developers who sensed that they 
could get more. In return, they 
could sell more property at 
greater profit if there was a pack
age that helped guarantee prop
erty values. A small, but stili very 
important for paradigms, perrentage 
of what was built was planned 
real estate developments of that 
sort. 

Preservation, our protection of 
historic districts, started with the 
idea of protecting rroperty values 
as well as cultura values. It was 
always done out of a threat. The 
first city in which this occurred 
was Charleston. The threat was 
from rich northerners coming 
down and buying wood work 
and other ornamental pieces from 
the great houses the old families 
had and could barely afford to 
maintain. Another example is 
Georgetown in Washington, D.C. 
This was a threat of apartment 
house development. It can be a 
threat of denser development. It 
can be a threat of decay. 

There can be many threats, but 
that is often what propels and 
motivates people now to have 
something, an insurance policy, 
that gives them a greater sense of 
feeling that one's house and prop
erty will be maintained and 
increase in value. The threats also 
give people the opportunity 
(although only very few people 
take adVantage of this) of manag
ing change to a greater degree 
than they can under other circum
stances m their community. It is 
hard to get people motivated to 

do that. We do not know how 
many historic districts we have in 
the United States. There are many 
thousands, and the change has 
largely been a grassroots effort. 
The federal government is not re
sponsible. Those of us in academia 
are not responsible. Professional 
elites are not responsible. It has 
been a ground swell, and a very 
effective one. Again, there are two 
sides to the equation, because the 
sloppy stewardship ~ still very 
much a part of our hentage. 

BLAIR RUBLE: Concerning Tony 
French's comment about change 
and speed, I think it is important 
to remember that people's atti
tudes about a place can change 
extraordinarily quickly. This is not 
only in the rootless United States, 
but also in more established cul
tures. If one thinks about a place 
in Moscow, there is one building 
that had very different meaning 
five years ago, in August 1991, 
than in October 1993. That is the 
so-called White House. I think 
that is a very good example of 
how quickly attitudes about place 
can change and the emotional 
meaning of place can change. 

Regarding ownership, the history 
of the Soviet Union may have 
demonstrated that at the end of 
the twentieth century, ownership 
is a necessary condition for a 
sense of stewardship, but it is 
hardly sufficient. John Stubbs 
mentioned the Walt Disney Com
pany. Those of us in Washington, 
DC are aware of a plan to build an 
American history amusement 
park right next to one of our most 
historic Civil War battlegrotmds. 
This amusement park is complete 
with a "slavery ride". That idea is 
so perverse that it suggests that 
ownership alone is not sufficient 
to preserve a sense of place. 
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Panel III. Multiple Cultures. 
Multiple Heritages 

SAM GRUBER: "Multiple Cultures, 
Multiple Heritages", I think, is a 
key issue confronting conserva
tors, both theorists and/ractitio
ners, around the worl . It is a 
particularly important issue for 
those of us who work in the 
United States, because the United 
States is an ethnically, racially, 
and religiously diverse country 
founded on the notion of cultural 
pluralism. It is also an issue of ex
treme importance for all of our 
colleagues from Central/Eastern 
Europe and from all of the coun
tries of the former Soviet Union, 
including, but not exclusively, 
Russia, because of the incredible 
ethnic and national mix of peo
ples that reside in those political 
nations. 

We have seen in recent years, par
ticularly since 1989, the rapid 
political changes which have 
brought to the surface increasing 
ethnic tensions, most notably in 
the former Yugoslavia. We have 
also seen the rise of intolerance 
and misunderstanding in almost 
every other country in Europe (in 
the west and in the east) some
times leading to violence and 
sometimes leading to political 
separation. We are faced with the 
immediate problem of trying to 
address the histories of diverse 
ethnic, national, racial and relig
ious groups who occupy the same 
place in a climate where the mood 
is more toward, I think, separa
tion and distinction rather than 
unity. It seems to me that a very 
important goal of all people who 
are setting out to interpret the 
past, either in writing or in stone, 
is to make a special effort to make 
that work applicable to today's 
situation. 
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I have always felt that historic 
preservation for its own sake is a 
fine, but not a particularly neces
sary, occupation. That may be a 
terrible thfu.g to say in this setting. 
I think historic preservation is 
only worthy when it can serve the 
people who see and who use a 
place, when they can appreciate it, 
and when they can learn from it. 
We serve the people of the present 
and we honor the people of the 
past by telling the truth, by en
couraging truthful discussion, 
and by hoping that behavior in 
the future will benefit from this 
knowledge of the past. 

I mentioned before that my imme
diate concern has been in dealing 
with the Jewish legacy around the 
world, but I have been particu
larly occupied with identifying 
sites of Jewish heritage in 
East/Central Europe. I am always 
confronted with the different 
ideas about the sense of place 
which we just discussed. I find 
that, as several people mentioned, 
there are not oruy many different 
senses of place through time, but 
even at one given time different 
constituencies of people have very 
different senses of a single place. I 
think for many of us, the same site 
can have very different histories. 
On a more positive note, different 
sites can have the same history. To 
use the examples of Jews and 
Poles, or Jews, Poles, and Ger
mans, they may have lived in a 
place together, but they perceive 
the history of that place very dif
ferently. It is like Rushomon, you 
hear a different story from each 
teller. On the other hand, one 
often finds in speaking or reading 
of the history of these people who 
lived in the same place or lived in 
different places nearby that 
despite their differences there are 
overreaching, unifying aspects in 
their lives and in their hlstories, 
too. One of those would be that 



for many of them, they consid
ered themselves Polish, even 
though ethnically they were not 
Polisft. They were part of a political 
system and a cultural system that 
was defined as Polish. 

This is certainly the case in the 
United States, where I think the 
vast, vast majority of people, no 
matter what their backgrounds, 
whether they have come from 
Lithuania like my great-grand
parents, Romania like other great
grandparents of mine, China, 
Africa or South America, there is a 
strong sens~ certainly within a 
generation or two, that history 
and those origins are very much 
part of a personal identity. We are 
all unified also in the sense of be
ing Americans. I think in many 
ways it is easier for Americans be
cause the United States is a new 
country;. we have all been tossed 
up on the shores together in a big 
tumbled mass. We do not have 
geographic rootedness to enforce 
separate identities. We share to
day. We share the present and the 
future. In Europe that is not the 
case. History and geographic 
rootedness is a much stronger and 
demanding partner and weighs 
heavily on peoples' definitions of 
themselves and therefore in their 
interpretations of their history. 

We are going to look today at, and 
a few of our participants will be 
discussing, the issues of how to 
confront the histories and material 
cultures, because we are talking 
about monument preservation, of 
distinct minorities, and diverse ethnic 
and religious groups occupying 
the same place. I would ask all of 
the speakers even when they are 
discussing theoretical aspects, the 
significance and the spintuality of 
a particular place or a particular 
history (this is not just aimed at 
Father Georgii), to try to actually 
to pull ourselves down to earth 

and to think of some practical 
ways in which these multiple 
pasts can be tolerated and ch.er
tshed in a contemporary situation. 

There are issues that we must con
front. The first is identification or 
recognition. Secondly, and very 
importantly, is mutual respect. 
With respect, or maybe at the 
same time, is education-the two 
go hand in hand. Only then, 
when we have identification and 
understanding, respect and edu
cation, can we seriously talk about 
protection and preservation. If 
there is time I will make a few re
marks at the end perhaps indicat
ing some encouraging instances 
of cooperation, post-war coopera
tion, but particularly instances 
from the last ten years of Jew
ish/Christian dialogue where the 
preservation of monuments has 
actually spurred cultures to come 
together and to get to know each 
other better. I think I have talked 
long enough. I will save those re
marks and let our other speakers 
proceed. First, John ~aciuika, 

who has given us two pronuncia
tions of his name-1 iliought this 
was very important because it 
does indicate how cultures 
adapt- is going to address some 
of the question, I think pertaining 
in many ways to his own, at least 
his own fariilly origins in Lithu
ania. It will be an illustrated talk. 

JOHN MACIUIKA: It is true that I 
have been giving context depend
ent pronunciations of my last 
name. To the Americans, the 
pronunciation is Mas-u-ika. To the 
Russians, the pronunciation is 
Ma-ch-o-itka, in recognition of the 
lack of letters in the English lan
guage that would allow the 
proper pronunciation to be there. 

In any event, I want to underscore 
Sam Gruber's points about the 
preconditions for preservation. 
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The preconditions that he men
tionea were identification, recog
nition, mutual respect, and 
education. I think that the last of 
these, education, is the one I will 
most closely address. 

SAM GRUBER: While we are 
waiting I am going to just make a 
few remarks that I was reminded 
of, actually, in reading John's pa
per. He will probalJly address 
these, but it reminded me of, also, 
something Professor Kowalski 
said yesterday about contempo
rary history also being full of lies, 
intentional or unintentional, 
because of the denial of the multi
-I am using an American catch
word today-multi-cultural past. 
Poland was a multi-cultural coun
try. Probably no country in 
Europe lays claim to that more. 
Even in Switzerland the cultural 
units tend to be homogenous 
within the country. In Poland the 
cultural entities were mixed 
within each community
German, Jewish, Russian Ortho
dox, Catholic, Polish Catholic-all 
together. Today there is great 
pride in Poland in Polish cufture. 
Poland today is a homogenous 
country, mostly of ethnically Polish 
Catholics, and this is totally un
representative of the many, many 
centuries that created Polish cul
ture. Therefore, history is not being 
served by promoting this notion 
of Polish culture. 

John, in his paper, has mentioned 
a similar situation in Lithuania. 

JOHN MAOUIKA: I come to this 
conference as an historian study
ing the past, but also as a person 
struggliitg to make sense of the 
challenges and the issues of the 
present. Beginning in 1989 and 
1990, it was widely recognized 
that we had reached the end of a 
particular post-World War IT era. 
For the last five years, events have 

42 Conference Proceedings 

proceeded with a dizzying rush; a 
rush that has defied control of 
many traditional governmental 
institutions. It has defied the ef
forts of scholars to give the post
Cold War era a clear or coherent 
meaning. 

One thing that has not changed in 
this post-Cold War era is the fact 
that we are living in a modem 
world; we continue to live in a 
modem world in which the nation
state is still a dominant reigning 
paradigm. Most of our maps re
flect this perception. The interest 
in portraying oorders is the pri
mary piece of information around 
which we organize our under
standing. This does not have to be 
the case, as this map of the peoples 
of the former Soviet Union, show
ing more than one hundred ethnic 
groups reveals to us. The closer 
we fOcus our attention, the more 
ethnic and cultural subgroups are 
evident, each with languages, tra
ditions, buildings, and rituals in
herited from past generations. 
Modem national defense, national 
economic policies and govern
mental institutions tend to over
look and even threaten local 
cultures of a traditional nature. 

This fact was not lost on the artists 
and political cartoonists of the for
mer Soviet Artists' Union in Mos
cow. Much of these artists' work, 
in fact, portrays the difficulty that 
bureaucracies have in integrating 
peoples' social, economic, envi
ronmental, and cultural needs. 
From the former Soviet Artists' 
Union, a picture from the newspa
pers in Moscow is an example of 
the feeling the artist has for the 
disregard for nature that was hap
pening as satellite cities ringed 
Moscow, Leningrad, and other cit
ies. Yergin Havermaas, a German 
intellectual whose work tries to 
reintroduce collective, moral con
science into modem life, suggests 



that modern technology and special
ization have, in fact, victimized 
modern society in some basic 
ways. Specifically, specialized 
categories of knowledge such as 
bioengineering or macroeconomic 
theory or even modem govern
ment, have split since the nine
teenth century and into the 
twentieth century into their own 
separate 11 domains of rationality" 
and sometimes into their own 
separate cultures of rationality. 

I would like to submit that our ef
forts to understand multiple cul
tures and multiple heritages must 
include an awareness of the forces 
that threaten to break the thread 
that connects us with our past. To 
our surprise, the very forces that 
threaten social cohesion and social 
coherence are labeled, unthink
ingly and all too often, as the 
forces of progress. 

The only way to bridge different 
categories of knowledge and 
build awareness of our past is to 
better appreciate and determine 
our present through education. 
We here, in this room, have been 
sponsored by a rare modem insti
tution that has a vision of shared, 
cross-cultural understanding. I 
am speaking, of course, of the 
Kennan Institute. We have been 
brought together to this beautiful 
place to educate ourselves and 
each other. 

It is only by teaching our children 
that cultural heritage is as impor
tant as it is compfex will we be 
able to leave our young people 
with monuments and a world 
that are, indeed, worth preserv
ing. Education is, perhaps, the 
only area where we can act sig
nificantly as individuals, but we 
can also act on the level of a local
ity, perhaps in a village, in a 
monumental setting, on the level 
of a city and a region, and on the 

level of nation-states. This means 
that villages and government 
agencies can all be important in 
tfieir own way on behalf of edu
cating people about their own and 
other people's traditions. 

SAMUEL GRUBER: Before we 
move on to the next speaker I 
would like to ask John a question 
or two concerning Lithuania to
day. In your paper, you clearly in
dicated that Lithuanian culture is 
primarily a peasant culture. Into 
the twentieili century, ninety per
cent of those who spoke Lithu
anian as a language were living in 
rural areas. Today, of course, the 
cities, too, are claimed as part of 
Lithuanian heritage and the re
stored castles of the former Lithu
anian kings who, apparently, did 
not speak Lithuanian but Old Sla
vonic. Then the cities that grew up 
later around the centers inhabitea 
by Germans, Russians, Jews, and 
others are all part of Lithuanian 
national heritage. Of course, the 
population of Lithuania today is 
also comprised of a large number 
of ethnic Russians, some of whom 
have families that have lived there 
for generations. Others have 
movea there more recently as part 
of settlement rolicies of the for
mer Soviet regtme. A tough ques
tion: in a general sense, how 
should the Lithuanians today, 
those in power, address the ques
tion of ilie multiethnic past in this 
multiethnic present? Maybe we 
should just start with one or two 
concrete measures which might 
be taken up and then we can look 
for some other suggestions in the 
course of the other papers and try 
to weave these themes together. 

JOHN MACIUIKA: Sure, I would 
be glad to. First, let me only say 
for those of you who had the time 
and patience to read my paper on 
Lithuania in the packet, iliat the 
statistics having to do with popu-
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lation were part of a historical ef
fort to show changes in the Baltic. 
It is correct, as Sam was repeating 
from the paper, that in tll.e nine
teenth century, Lithuanian culture 
was ninety percent rural and had 
very few inl1.abitants of cities. This 
fact presented challenges for their 
efforts to build what I call a coher
ent national identity. However, it 
also presents a fascinating case 
study in exactly how national 
identity is fashioned in the mod
em world. 

As for the current state of affairs, 
of course many thin~ have 
changed since the late runeteenth 
century. Lithuania now has a de
gree of independence that it has 
not seen in many years. The Baltic 
states of Estonia and Latvia face a 
more difficult demographic situ
ation because in both of those 
countries, the percentage of ethnic 
Estonians and ethnic Latvians 
numbers approximately fifty per
cent. The current situation in 
Lithuania is that the number of 
ethnic Lithuanians is close to 
eighty-five rercent, posing a dif
ferent set o issues for Lithuanian 
government than the very diffi
cult issues in Latvia and Estonia. 
What I am referring to there, spe
cifically, is the ability on the part 
of the Lithuanian government to 
give participatory voting rights to 
ethnic minorities-Russians and 
Poles, for example-who make 
up the largest minorities. They 
have been able to do so without a 
sense that their national govern
ment or identity was threatened 
in any way. In Latvia and in Esto
nia this issue will take a long time 
to solve. Latvians and Estonians 
have not felt nearly as comfort
able giving citizenship rights to 
Russians who have been oom, in 
fact, in these regions. The demo
graphic statistics, I think, make it 
obvious as to why the Latvian 
and Estonian governments are 
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more hesitant. They are currently 
still negotiating how they will 
work with minority populations. 

Tying back in with my own re
marl<s which may have, I guess, 
seemed a little bit abstract in the 
sense that they dealt with moder
nity as the condition in which we 
stifl try to figure out our problems 
in modem nation-state forms. I 
would hope that the governments 
of these nations can responsibly 
educate their own people as well 
as residents who are from minor
ity ethnic populations about the 
needs to get along, as well as to 
appreciate the hiStorical circum
stances that have brought them to 
live on the same soil. This does 
not have to represent a threat to 
either group of people. 

My interest in national identity 
and national culture derives from 
the persistent way in which na
tional identity in the twentieth 
century has become an almost 
pathological symptom on a large 
scale. Cultural heritage needs to 
be taught in a way that encour
ages people's appreciation. It 
seems very easy in times of eco
nomic hardship and frustration 
for autocratic rUlers-we can run 
a list of many of them: Hitler, 
Stalin, Mussolini, and on down 
the line-who have successfully 
taken advantage of desperate eco
nomic situations in which angry 
people can easily be directed to
ward action based on the notion 
of a national heritage or myth that 
is spurring violence. 

SAM GRUBER: Everyone should 
think about these practical appli
cations--education, perhaps at a 
primary level, about oilier cul
tures, church exchanges, those 
kinds of things-that can be im
plemented easily and at little cost. 
That is always an important con-



sideration. The next speaker will 
be Leonid Raputov. 

LEONID RAPUTOV: We can speak 
about different good or bad 
monuments-bad monuments 
like Auschwitz. They reflect the 
ideology of the society which ex
isted in a certain period of time 
and all of them are also monu
ments of the material culture re
flecting the whole spiritual life of 
the society. That is why I would 
like to bring to your attention a 
small text aoout the city planning 
and architecture in Moscow of the 
end of the nineteenth and the be
ginning of the twentieth century, 
which will let you see what was 
going on in Moscow's architecture 
in that period of time. When the 
spiritua1 life of society and the 
architecture were going together, 
the spiritual life of Moscow of the 
silver age with activities of patrons 
of art was closely connected with 
what was going on in Moscow be
fore. 

At the turn of the century, the 
social life of the capital, with its 
high moral standards, was con
firied to educational institutions 
and cultural buildings. They de
veloped these cultural institutions 
through the charity of great art 
lovers and patrons of art, pri
vately. Many of these buildings 
were built up in different areas of 
Moscow, wliere a new street ap
peared. At the same time, a new 
generation of industrialists and 
merchants tried to find ways to 
get closer to the artistic circles of 
the capital. A deep interest in the 
world and national culture that 
was a characteristic feature of a 
new generation of industrialists 
caused a kind of a feeling in them 
that they would like to collect in 
their homes. A rich collection of 
manuscripts, pictures, invitations 
of artists ana poets, organized 
amateur theatricals and parties 

show the revival of the traditions 
of cultural life of early periods. 
For many representatives of indus
trial circles, social life and charity 
became part of their individual, 
spiritual and moral health. You 
can see in it a special feature of 
the Silver Age culture that cuts 
through all spheres of social life 
and was rooted deeply in tradi
tion. In this way the social life got 
a new stimulus for its develop
ment and it influenced the city 
planning ideas, the existence of 
new streets and historical squares 
around which new culturally ori
ented buildings were put up. 

The city planning history of Mos
cow Square shows that the high 
moments and low moments were 
directly connected with the cul
tural, public and social life of its 
time. At the beginning of the 
twentieth century, the influence of 
cultural and public life was re
vealed in a new function acquired 
by the squares. Educational insti
tutions necessary for the town 
were financed privately. The his
torical squares of Moscow are 
closely connected with the social 
and cultural life of their time. 
During these two centuries they 
have gone through three impor
tant stages in their development. 
To give a small example, I would 
like to name some big objects 
which were built in that period: 
the Pushkin Museum of Art, 
which was built on funds from 
private support; Shaniavskii Peo
ple's University, which became 
the second center after Moscow 
University for education. Temiriazev, 
Pavlov, Herzen, and other well 
known scientists were teaching 
there. The Institute of Archaeol
ogy was also built with private 
support, especially by Mr. 
Rabushinskii; the 'fretiakov Gallery 
of Art and so on. 
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These are three phases which we 
can see in the development and 
which are closely connected with 
the development of social life. The 
first stage was concentrated on 
Classicistic squares like Theater 
Square, which was meant for public 
meetings and also for military 
elites. 

At the time of modem art, at the 
end of the nineteenth century, the 
flourishing of social life was trans
ferred from the square itself into 
the buildings around it. For exam
ple, the Metropol Hotel on Theater 
Square, was ouilt as the center of 
social life of Moscow. It was not 
just a hotel; there were theater 
libraries, exhibition halls, and a 
place for balls or social functions. 
The same is true of other squares. 
The People's House in the Vidin
skaya Square was the center of ac
tivities fOr Stanislavskii, a famous 
art director. It is only after the 
revolution, when social, cultural 
and religious life became strictly 
controlled by the totalitarian re
gime, that these buildings and 
these squares lost their signifi
cance. The buildings became dev
astated, deteriorated or changed 
their function. They became store
houses for potatoes or the univer
sity became a university for training 
political functionaries and so on. 

fu the course of time, the attitude 
of the authorities to these build
ings began to change. Right before 
the Second World War, there were 
calls made by the state to protect 
them. The war years and the de
struction that followed made the 
representatives of the authorities 
not only take the position of very 
decided protection of historical 
heritage, but also helped move 
forward the idea of protection by 
the state of architectural monu
ments or city complexes. This idea 
found support m the various 
strata of the population and also 
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in professional circles, but the 
understanding by professional 
circles are the problem of defense 
of architectural heritage and city 
complexes. 

Th~re were two main concepts 
which became clear in the sixties. 
These were the concepts and ap
proaches to the historic heritage. 
One of them underlined the prior
ity of upkeep and protection of 
that heritage as a live testimony of 
the social, economic and cultural 
lives of different periods. The sec
ond one was deiended by those 
who strived to touch the problems 
of modem city planning. Believing 
that the old aty planning was just 
an obstacle for tfie new projects in 
the city, they believed that protec
tion of the old architecture was 
only a matter limited in time, be
cause the old architecture, in their 
opinion, was an obstacle for that 
development of Moscow. The build
ing of new prestigious complexes 
in the new development areas of 
Moscow, along with the building 
of freewaysm was meant to create 
a new, much more modem image 
of Moscow. Discussions between 
those who defended one or an
other of these concepts regarding 
the problem or approach to the 
historical heritage were pushed 
far away by political events of the 
recent years.ln the new social and 
economic conditions, this discus
sion is waiting for its continu
ation. 

SAMUEL GRUBER: I think that 
presentation refers also to our pre
vious discussion on sense of place 
and emphasizes the difficulty that 
we all face in preserving not only 
the cultures of different peoples, 
but also in choosing whicll cufture, 
which time, to emphasize. Mr. 
French has already diScussed how 
rapidly things changed. Of course, 
the choice of what's valuable from 
the past in every present, itself 



always changing, will, I think, de
spite the most earnest efforts of 
preservationists, always remain a 
highly subjective judgement. We 
alfkriow, though, that once some
thing is destroyed it is gone for
ever. That is why, I think, most of 
us, whether we are politically pro
gressive or not, tend to be cuitur
ally conservative, or, perhaps I 
should say, culturally, cautious. 

Lester Borley will now address 
some of the issues of multiple cul
tures. He is uniquely qualified, 
being involved in many of the 
preservation concerns of Europa 
Nostra as well as the National 
Trust of Scotland. 

LESTER BORLEY: I do not want to 
speak for very long, but would 
hl<e to give some, wfiat I call, sign
posts which might help direct the 
effort, particularly wnere we are 
talking about multiple cultures 
and a multiple heritage. 

First of all, an anecdote from my 
own youth. I was brought up in 
London and went to colfege at the 
east end of London. I got quite in
terested in the populations in East 
London. I realiZed that histori
cally, we had a Protestant Church 
in East London which had been 
used for the Protestant faith of the 
Huguenots who had come to 
seek, if you like, security in a 
country when they were subject to 
religious intolerance elsewhere. In 
due time, that Protestant church 
became a Jewish synagogue, as 
the next wave of jewish immi
grants arrived in the east end of 
London. You must understand, it 
was near a port and was the only 
place where immigrants could 
find a home. That is no longer a 
Jewish synagogue. That building 
is now a Bangladesh mosque. I 
think that, perhaps, epitomizes 
what we mean by the absorption 

of minority cultures in our coun-
try. 

The second anecdote is one where 
I had to lose my preconceptions of 
what is heritage. This was when I 
went to New Zealand last year for 
the first time and encountered a 
minority culture, the Maori culture. 
Now the Maoris have built won
derful houses. When they have 
completed the function of the 
building they do not restore it. 
When they finish with the build
ing, they consider the spirit of the 
building to be dead and will not 
allow you to restore it because 
there is no purpose in restoring a 
building wfiose spirit has died. Of 
course you see tfie best examples 
in the museums in Auckland, but 
you will not find the Maori peo
ple using the western concept of 
restoration to preserve a building 
whose spirit is gone. 

Similarly, if you live in Australia 
you have to come to terms with a 
different concept of spirituality. 
The Ecomoss Convention, or 
Charters, which protect historic 
buildings and cultural assets, had 
to be modified for Australia, un
der the Buddha Convention, to 
allow for areas where people had 
no specific sense of space, but had 
a general sense of spiritual be
longing. It is not unusual for Abo
rigines in Australia, working in a 
western mode, to suddenly get up 
and go off because they have to 
go "walk about". Now these are 
responses of different minorities, 
and I only give you these two an
ecdotes because it seems to me 
that in coming to terms with those 
different cultures, with those dif
ferent minorities, other complex 
societies have been much better 
for it. 

Now what are the sign 2osts 
along the way in Europe? Well, to 
begin with, I represent not only 
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the National Trust for Scotland (I 
have got some literature explain
ing how we protect our heritage 
and involve people in the proc
ess), but the wiaer structure of 
Europa Nostra, which is two hun
dred heritage organizations in 
twenty-nine European countries. 
This shows that there is a tremen
dous movement at the moment in 
Europe by the people themselves. 

So far at this meeting, we have de
voted an awful lot of our intellec
tual time to the definition of 
culture and have talked about the 
constraints imposed by govern
ment and by administration, but 
we have given very little thought 
to the mobilization of people. I 
think we must concern ourselves 
with people's own contribution to 
their Cultural stability. It is all very 
well for someone from Western 
Europe to say to people from Cen
tral and Eastern Europe that you 
must do something about it. You 
will be amused to note that in 
Western Europe, in the European 
Union of twefve nations, it is only 
since the first of January 1994, that 
we have actually admitted a thing 
called "culture' into the Treaty of 
Rome. When we created the Un
ion forty years ago we took cul
ture for granted~. We chose to 
emphasize social and economic 
ambitions. Since the Maastricht 
Treaty came into force, we can 
now legally do what we have 
been doing illegally for forty 
years, which is to develop culture. 
However, there is a wider body in 
Europe called the Council of 
Europe that I mentioned yester
day, which embraces forty-two 
nations in Europe. 

A very important meeting was 
held in Vienna in October 1993; 
the very first summit of heads of 
state governments of the Council 
of Europe. I would just like 
to quote very briefly from that 
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Vienna Declaration. It is very sig
nificant because it addresses the 
issue of the right of the individual 
to his culture and says that there 
should be perhaps a European 
Convention on human rights in 
the cultural field by rrovisions 
guaranteeing individua rights, in 
particular, for persons belonging 
to national minorities. That, I 
think, is a very important political 
step in Europe because it recog
nizes the fragmentation and un
even distribution of minority 
cultures and emphasizes the need 
to act in order to face what it calls 
tribalism and exclusion.• 

"Now Europe," it goes on finally 
to say, "has a community of spirit 
which can only be founded on 
common values, including, in 
particular, that which is at the 
foundation of all human rights 
philosophy; the e<Jual dignity of 
all human beings. That is really 
what we should be talking about. 
It is not the buildings but fhe peo
ple. There has been too little dis
cussion here about people and 
unless you talk about people you 
will never motivate the great con
stituency that lives in Europe and 
in the East and Central parts of 
this continent. 

Now, in a way, the National Trust 
for Scotland, of which I was the 
director, faced a problem in 1931, 
when the country was in the 
depths of an economic recession 
and faced great social and politi
cal tension. Scotland had just 
come out of the first World War, in 
which we had all lost millions of 
people. We had only had ten 
years in which to draw breath be
cause ten years later we were in 
another war. You have to realize 
this was a time when there was 
great economic depression and 
social disruption in which some 
people had imagination and cour
age to say that we need to create 



an organization in which people 
can preserve their own heritage 
for themselves. So I put it to you, 
at times of great socml disruption 
and economic malays of the mo
ment, you should not despair. 
There is no time like the present 
for involving people in their own 
destiny. If one involves people in 
their own destiny, then I t:hiiik the 
discussion of where minorities fit 
in becomes much clearer because 
they can see their joint destiny in 
this community of ideas. 

Now, finally, the last signpost I 
would like to give you is that of 
UNESCO. I work with Ecomoss. I 
chair the Ecomoss Cultural Tour
ism Committee. A number of us 
have been worried for a long time 
that UNESCO has neglectea this 
enormous area known as cultural 
landscapes. In the World Heritage 
Convention of 1972, it did not 
allow for the natural and cultural 
elements to be described simulta
neously in harmony. Now the 
convention has been altered. It is 
quite interesting, because cultural 
landscapes include a definition of 
a cultural tradition. It was consid
ered that a group of people may 
disappear, like tfi.e Etruscans, but 
that their cultural tradition can be 
assimilated by the dominant civi
lization, which survives. It goes 
on to describe various forms of 
landscape which can be, for the 
future, aefined as of welled-heri
tage class or status. I think the 
most important of these, and 
please excuse the uncomfortable 
English words in the text, but it is 
called "The Associative Cultural 
Landscape." The meaning of that 
is that it is justifiable by virtue of 
the powerful religious, artistic, or 
cultural associations of the natural 
element rather than the material 
cultural evidence which may be 
insignificant or even absent. This 
relates back, I think, to Father 
Georgii's point about the signifi-

cance of something that is long 
past but is deeply felt. When you 
aescribed your Church, the 2,500 
years, it seems to me you were 
capturing an essence-the spiri
tual values of a minority withln a 
broad cultural landscape. 

I will not say anymore because I 
have dominated the meeting too 
much, but it seems to me there are 
clear signposts. There are good 
examples of collaboration of mi
norities, but please, let's start talk
ing about people. 

SAM GRUBER: You mention the 
Bricklane synagogue, or now the 
Bengali mosque. You also mention 
the Maori loathing of preserving, 
or prohibition of preserving, places 
that no longer serve their original 
purpose. In the east end of London, 
there is another structure a block 
away from the former Hugano 
Chapel, then synagogue, then 
mosque, that had a siinilar history. 
It is no longer a mosque, it was 
never a mosque, but it has now 
been turned into the Bengali cul
tural center. It was the Spittlefields 
synagogue. The problem here, in
volving people, is that the 
Huganos are not there. In the 
eigfiteenth century this was a 
chapel. The Jews who used it as a 
synagogue and have moved out 
of the neighborhood into the sub
urbs feel much the way that the 
Maori feel about their houses. Ex
cept for a few dedicated individu
alS, the~ say it has lost its spiritual 
value. 'It is our immigrant past." 
"We have done better now." 
"Why preserve this history?" The 
local Bengali population is too 
busy earrung a living and scrap
ing by because they are a poor im
rmgrant community, to care about 
who was there before. They are 
also too busy to invest in having 
the luxury of their own cultural 
center that requires extra time and 
money. This 1s a case where the 
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plans are there, but motivating the 
people is the hardest work These 
are the problems that have to be 
faced. 

Let us move on. Father Georgii 
will be the final presenter and I 
wonder if in your remarks you 
will answer one specific question 
for me, and I think for many of 
the non-Russian participants. 
What is the current policy, theo
retical if not practical, about state 
aid to preserve religious buildings 
in Russia? I know there is not a lot 
of state money, but if there was, 
could it be used for churches? In 
America this is not the case. Sec
ondly, as a priest, how do you 
feel? Do you Ieellike the Maori or 
the Jews in Spittlefields? How 
would you feel if your church no 
longer had a congregation? How 
would you feel if there was no 
place for you there? How would 
you feel if it survived and was 
used for some other, shall we say, 
appropriate function, but no 
longer as a house of worship? 

FATHER GEORGII MITSOV: I have 
already spoken, possibly too 
much, yesterday ana today, but I 
am very glad that our discussion 
has come to this point. I thank 
you very much for your concrete 
questions, which will help me 
K.eep closely to the point. 

The Pskov region, where I serve 
now, has created its own national 
character that has almost 400 kilo
meters of border. It has a border 
with Estonia, Latvia, and Belarus, 
which formerly was a part of Po
land. The Pskov region was de
fending the republic of Novgorod 
from western influence. . . . One 
can see more ethnically typical 
Polish faces there then I will-find 
here, so we can see clear intercul
tural influences. The character 
was created almost like the Geor
gian one, because the soil is poor 
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and has practically no economic 
sense. That land existed more like 
a border defending the inner 
parts. Now our borders with Esto
nia, Latvia, and more cultured 
countries, so far have had no in
fluence or impact on the popula
tion of the Psl<ov region. 

About my service in the church; 
often I have to serve alone be
cause there is nobody to come to 
my service. I belief, however, that 
service in a church is not only 
education for the people, but has 
value in itself. That is why I con
tinue to serve. I really hope that 
sometime later it will be necessary 
and people will come to the 
church. Now, of course, some ex
cursions come, but the stable 
thing which is called a commu
nity ooes not exist. 

About the functional belongings 
of the church; before the war it 
was closed for half a year and was 
used as a storage place for agri
cultural produce. That helped it to 
survive because it was not turned 
into a cultural center, a club as we 
call it, as most of the churches 
were. People wanted to preserve 
this church. The state made all at
tempts to close it by admonishing 
the village authorities, and by ar
resting what they call the head 
authority of the village and put
ting him in prison. The people 
chose a new nead authority who 
did not close the church either. 
Finally, when a collective farm 
meeting was organized, they 
asked the direct question, "Who 
goes to church in your village?" 
People did not want to corifess 
that they were believers. It was 
decided that the church was no 
longer necessary and it was 
closed. During the war it was 
opened again. And what is it? It 
is just a wooden church, several 
hundred years old. On the belfry 
you can find an inscription from 



the war years. It addresses in Ger
man, from Miinster and Ham
burg, two Germans who climbed 
up the belfry and were so at
tracted and fascinated by its 
beauty that they wanted to con
tinue their contact with it after the 
war. They left their names there 
saying they would come back 
You 1.mderstand that because it is 
a wooden church it is easily set on 
fire, but it is still there. Last 
autumn the son of the German 
who left this inscription came to 
visit us. Fortunately, his wife was 
Polish, and spoke Russian well. 
He, himself, was a graduate of the 
theological deparhnent of Miin
ster University, teaching morality 
to bankers. Thus, living in a small 
village, unusual connections can 
exist and still no parishioners. 

What can I add? It took me ten 
years to decide whether to have a 
son because if we all die, what is 
the purpose of being born? What 
a responsibility it will be if he can 
ask the question: whr did you 
bring me into this life i I must die 
one day? When I finally decided 
to give birth to a child, I started 
educating him by placing a world 
map above his cradle with under
water streams and mountains. 
Then I replaced it with a map of 
animal life and plant life. Then the 
natural resources and only finally, 
a map with political divisions of 
the world appeared. The world is 
uniform. It is God's world. The 
mixture of language and their 
separation resulted in non-under
standing then and now. The lan
guage which you may learn 
sometimes does give you the 
knowledge of the culture of the 
people who speak this language, 
because it depends on the pur
pose of you learning this lan
guage. 

Most of the monuments existing 
in the world exist only as them-

selves; they are not connected 
with the environment. You can see 
them in the history of the culture 
with no connection to the people 
who built them. There is only a 
connection to the period of time 
when they were built. This is also 
true in the case of Stonehenge, of 
the wall of Christ in Jerusalem, 
and of St. Sophia, which was the 
center of the Orthodox Church for 
a long time. All of these monu
ments relate to different nations, 
and different cultures, former na
tions and former cultures. How
ever, they are still the magnetic 
centers which attract the con
sciousness of people if they want 
their consciousness to be attracted 
to the cultural field. 

I would like to return to the main 
point. There is a way of survival 
when small people such as the 
Maoris have a better-developed 
feeling of death. The world mate
rializes for them in its apocalyptic 
finale. There are other people 
who, in spite of all difficulties, 
tend to live. This gives them force 
and vitality. Responsibility in the 
eyes of their children and to their 
nationality will be the core idea of 
the nation. That is why I am not 
mainly interested in how to sur
vive. I am not interested in the 
way of survival, even with the 
survival of fine monuments. What 
I am concerned about most of all 
is the continuation of life and the 
possibility to create more and 
more monuments, because with
out some internal sense, some 
idea, and some tension, no monu
ment can be created. 

Because of entropy, any room 
heated to ten degrees centigrade 
can be used to boil water in it. 
Therefore, without centripetal 
forces, the nation cannot exist. 
With the feelings of mutual un
derstanding and being one with 
mankind, some militant relations 
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will become part of sport activities 
or intellectual games. I see the 
true change in the policy in our 
country and in the whole world, 
as a possibility for the Russian 
people to realiZe themselves. The 
future will show how it will be 
done, whether just on the surface 
or with a deep participation of the 
people in it. So far, the small 
Noah's Ark of our being together 
and exchanging opinions &rings 
great joy to me. 

About the state: the state allocated 
four million rubles for the repair 
of the roof of my church but I 
have never seen this money. 
When churches are restituted to 
the church, the state takes care of 
certain types of repairs that could 
be possible, but later on they do 
not actually make the repairs. 

SAM GRUBER: I would like to 
hear about the Swiss model, per
haps, speaking about a Noah's 
Ark. Maybe something about the 
mechanics of allocations and the 
mechanics of equal represent
ation. Switzerland is a delicate 
balancing act, but it seems to me, 
of all of the countries in Europe, 
perhafs it is the most successful 
mode that multi-ethnic Russia 
will have to follow. 

ANDRE MEYER: It is quite diffi
cult to explain, and I have to say 
that Switzerland is not a real 
model because we also have diffi
culties in keeping our cultural 
heritage and in keeping and pro
tecting the multi-culture. Perfiaps 
before I get to your question, I 
think we all know that Europe is 
now changing a lot and is moving 
toward becoming a community
an economic and political com
munity. For that reason I am very 
glad that Mr. Borley talked about 
the Vienna Convention, because 
that is one of the most important 
conventions. All human beings 
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have a right to their personal and 
individual culture, and that is also 
the protection of the minority. I 
think historic preservation in
cludes not only the protection of 
the multi-culture, but also the 
knowledge and the will of preser
vation of this culture. 

I think the protection of the minor
ities and of the multi-culture, as 
we have in Switzerland, is con
nected very strongly with the po
litical system. We have not spoken 
about that in connection w1th the 
multi-culture. I think that the 
stronger the political system and 
the more centralistic a system, the 
more difficult it will be to protect 
the minorities and the mUlti-cul
ture. We are happy in Switzerland 
to have a very large democratic 
system. I think that is the reason 
we get this balance and the 
chance to protect the multi-cul
tures and ilie minorities. I remem
ber a teacher in high school. He 
told me that in a democratic sys
tem, the minority has a bit more 
rights than the others. I think it is 
very important to know. In order 
to protect the minorities, you have 
to give them a little more rights 
than the others because they are 
the minority. 

In conclusion, we have to speak 
about this. I think the possioility 
of maintaining different cultures 
is connected with the political sys
tem. That is very important, so I 
think the convention in Vienna is 
a very important declaration. 

SAM GRUBER: Thank you. There 
is a question that has been 
brou~t up about who is really 
the 1deal responsible party for 
perpetuating minority culture, 
particularly for preservation and 
ilissemination of information about 
that culture into the majority? 
Perhaps someone would like to 
address this. We said that educa-



tion is an extremely important ele
ment of cultural coexistence and, 
therefore, of preservation, but 
who should be the responsible 
parties? Again, Lester mentioned 
the New Zealand example. Should 
we honor the Maori desire not to 
perpetuate certain aspects of their 
Culture and, therefore, risk losing 
that information and under
standing in the non-Maori society? 
Should I listen to certain Ortho
dox Jewish congregations who 
say, "Why bother preserving old 
synagogues? If there are no Jews, 
who cares?" Or, should it be my 
responsibility, the Polish responsi
bility, and the Russian responsibil
ity, to say, "We care. We care and 
we feel it is important that every
one in that place-whether there 
are Jews iliere today or not
know that Jews were there and 
helped shape that society." Should 
we listen to Father Georgii when 
he says, "Well, maybe the spiritual 
is sometimes more important than 
the building"? Or should we say, 
"No matter what happens to the 
spiritual, even if we all become 
atheists, it is important to remem
ber there was a time of spirituality 
and these churches remind us of 
that"? Who bears the responsibil
ity? Do we leave it solely to those 
minority cultures to define them
selves or is there responsibility in 
the majority as well? Would 
someone like to address that 
point? 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: It's a 
give and take. I think identifica
tion of what is significant involves 
people in the locality and should 
involve outsiders as well; each 
can learn from the other. Likewise, 
I think outsiders, if you use that 
term, can see things m the past of 
other people with a different per
spective. Eventually you have to 
engage the people themselves, 
oilierwise it lackS meaning. It is 
often difficult to do that. 

I am sure many of you from this 
side of the ocean have heard of 
Williamsburg, in Virginia, which 
has been going through reinter
pretation for the past fitteen years 
now. One of the recent events has 
been a hypothetical reconstruction 
of a group of slave cabins. The 
idea came from the historians, 
who are mainly white, who had 
gotten blacks onto the staff for the 
first time who then really had an 
influence in how the project was 
interpreted. The general board of 
colonial Williamsburg wanted it 
neater-more furnishings. "No, 
they had no furniture, stupid," 
would be the response of the 
black historians on this. 

"But can we have curtains?" 

"No, they had no curtains." 

The attempt of this presentation is 
to show tfie messy side of history, 
if you will, the underside of the 
past, which is very important for 
various groufs for different rea
sons. A fot o people do not like 
this, however. People, and this is 
white people, will walk past it at a 
fast pace, or a slow run. Some 
have covered the eyes of their 
children so that they do not see. 
People would like to have a past 
that is sugar and spice, sweetness 
and light, not necessarily a past 
that reveals other things. In this 
case, without a close white-black 
collaboration it never would have 
happened. 

LESTER BORLEY: Just a very 
quick direct response to your 
question: I cannot see how we can 
possibly ignore the monuments of 
the past spiritual values which 
have disappeared. If that were to 
be the case, there would be no 
point in preserving the Parthenon 
(there are very few people who 
worship Greek gods these days), 
or Stonehenge in Britain. The 
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spiritual values have gone, but 
what those spiritual values cre
ated is still of value to us. 

SAM GRUBER: In response to 
that, I feel that as director of the 
Jewish Heritage Council, one of 
my great achievements in helping 
Jews to educate themselves about 
the validity of their own culture in 
the eyes of the non-Jewish com
munity and the integrity and 
value of their art and architecture, 
is when a :r:>hotograph that I took 
of the nrineCl synagogue in Riminov, 
which is in Galicia, appeared in 
an article about monument pres
ervation of a prominent art maga
zine in the United States called 
Art News on the same page as a 
picture of the Parthenon and of 
the Erechtheum. It was a point 
that I had been trying to make 
verbally for some time, that there 
is validity in many of these cul
tures. If we preserve pyramids, 
Greek temples, Medieval cathe
drals, why not synagogues too? 
The curious thing is that for me, 
this is convincing the Jewish com
munity as much as the non-Jewish 
community. 

BLAIRRUBLE: It seems to me 
that over the past twenty-four 
hours, we have been much more 
comfortable addressing these is
sues from a local perspective than 
from the national perspective. I 
think the way you posed the 
question reveals some of the rea
son for that difficulty. It becomes 
incre~singly difficult or complex 
to justify preserving this monu
ment or that monument from 
some national perspective. At 
times, when it is immediately un
derstandable why we would 
want to preserve it from the local 
perspective-a particular building 
may lose its initial function, be it 
spiritual or otherwise and yet re
main an important part of the lo
cal place. 
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It seems to me that there is a ten
sion runnin~ through our discus
sion which 1s reflected in the life 
of historic preservation efforts. It 
is a tension between national in
terest and local interest. It is a ten
sion between playing with 
politicians who can mobilize 
resources and emotional support 
frequently around a national 
agenda and reaching conclusions 
about what an individual com
munity or district might wish. As 
we begin to look at our discussion 
tomorrow, I think we should 
make note of the fact that we have 
found it easier to talk about pres
ervation from the perspective of 
local communities than from na
tions. Maybe there is a tension 
and a complexity around national 
culture, national political systems 
and national perspectives, that we 
need to wrestle w1th more. 

PanellV. Issues Facing 
Novgorod and Iaroslavl. 

BLAIR RUBLE: Over the course of 
the past twenty-four hours we 
have seen so much and so many 
questions have been raised. Since 
we have so little time left, it seems 
foolish to remain with the formal 
schedule of presentations. What I 
would propose is that we take the 
next more or less three hours and 
talk about two different kinds of 
subjects. The first will be a presen
tation by our colleagues from 
Novgorod and Iarosfavl about 
very concrete issues that they face. 
I would like to use that for the 
basis of a discussion of issues of 
financing, the role of the state, the 
role of private owners. To make it 
as concrete as possible, I will ask 
them to make a very brief presen
tation of their situation. 

Then, after about an hour and a 
half, Tony French and William 
Brumfield will attempt to summa
rize the discussion. They will at-



tempt to review and summarize 
the entire discussion and then we 
can try to have a discussion of 
general issues. Now, this means 
that Mr. Vysokovskii, Mr. Lewis, 
Mr. Meyer, and Mr. Shchenkov 
will not give a formal presenta
tion, but l will give them privi
leged access to the floor. Okay, 
maybe we should turn now to the 
questions of Novgorod. 

LARISA BANNIKOVA: Dear col
leagues, in the beginning of my 
speech, I would li.Ke to congratu
late everybody on today' s holiday, 
which is the World Day of Muse
ums. As we all are members of a 
worldwide museum, protection of 
heritage is impossible without its 
restoration, reconstruction, and 
proper use. 

I would like to share, and possibly 
ask for some advice on, a very 
concrete case which took place in 
our city of Novgorod. In April 
1991, a tragedy took place at the 
Novgorod museum. Part of the 
wall of the bay of the oldest 
Novgorod Krerrilin from the fif
teenth century collapsed. It was 
not the whole bay iliat collapsed, 
not from one tower to another 
tower, but the center part of it. 
You know what a tragedy it is for 
the town, for the people, and for 
Russia. The Novgorod Kremlin is 
one of the oldest Kremlins. A 
complex of research work has 
been conducted to study the rea
son why the wall collapsed. A lot 
of money was spent on it. As a re
sult, a complex of measures has 
been formulated and worked out 
in order to restore the wall. There 
was no doubt as to whether to re
store it or not. It should be re
stored. 

The Chronicles show that almost 
every two hundred years the wall 
has collapsed, but the people liv
ing there then restored it again 

using traditional methods, restor
ing the wall as a solid wall of a 
fortress, the way it had been from 
the very start. A course of discus
sions took place inside Novgorod, 
in the museum, with the town ad
ministration, and since it is a 
national monument, a federal 
monument, the Ministry of Cul
ture took part in the discussion. 

A project was designed for the 
restoration of the wall, but the 
body responsible for it was not 
the museum. As you probably 
know, we do not have any private 
owners of any museums or any 
national heritage properties. All of 
the users of the monument are 
random. The museum wanted to 
use one of the commercial serv
ices to carry out the project. The 
company who was invited as a 
contractor to carry out the work 
suggested a new plan because 
they said that the foundation 
would not carry such a heavy 
wall. They suggested that we 
build, instead of a solid wall, a 
carcass, a hollow wall structure 
with a brick facing that would re
produce a kind of camouflage of 
the fifteenth cen~ The museum 
gave a definite "no ' to this project 
and we are still trying to defend 
the traditional ways of restora
tion. So far the conflict has not 
been settled. 

As was mentioned correctly here 
before, it is the one who is paying 
who orders the music. The mu
seum has no money to pay for the 
restoration. We are nobody in this 
conflict. As a result of ali of this, 
the Ministry of Culture not only 
supported and accepted this pro
ject, but also made some conces
sions to the museum. They 
decided to announce a competi
tion for the contractor to carry out 
the restoration. A regular building 
company won the competition, al
though in Novgorod we are hav-
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ing a special scientific restoration 
board engaged in this kind of 
building work. Why am I telling 
all of thls to you? At present the 
restoration has not yet started, but 
they are actively preparing. We 
sent a petition to UNESCO and 
are still waiting for their answer. 
We are looking for the public sup
port of world communities, 
where, probably, all of us together 
will be able to win. We are :part of 
the Hanseatic League. Their rep
resentatives came to see us. 
Among them was an expert of 
UNESCO who was quite clear in 
his opinion, as well as the group 
of Swedish restorers. The wall 
should be restored in the tradi
tional way as a solid wall. I found 
among the classical literature let
ters by Aleksei Tolstoy, the writer, 
who even then described a similar 
disaster two centuries ago. In a 
very short time, because the tsar 
was expected to come to 
Novgorod, a mock wall was once 
built. Tolstoy wrote to his friend: 
"I visited Pskov and Novgorod 
and saw what kind of disorder is 
taking place in Novgorod just to 
please fhe tsar. They make a mock 
wall and call it restoration." 

We are afraid that if the idea of 
this hollow wall reconstruction 
appears now in this new form, we 
Will not be insured against new 
collapses of other parts of the 
wall, and following this bad 
precedent, more mock parts of it 
Will appear. Finally, the Novgorod 
Krern.Iiil will disappear as the 
Kremlin. It will become a kind of 
painting of the Kremlin. 

I would very much like to hear 
your opinion on this subject. I 
cannot show you any documents 
because, on the insistence on the 
part of the museum, we are at this 
moment not allowed to redesign 
the projects and drafts. A special 
service was created that was spe-
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cifically engaged in the problems 
of restoration work. They have 
created their own design. How
ever, I doubt that this design was 
even discussed. 

The participants of today' s confer
ence will express their opinions 
and maybe we can present a kind 
of a letter to the Novgorod Mu
seum on this subject. We would 
be extremely grateful, because this 
is the kind of practical activity 
which will be the result of our 
meeting here. 

BLAIR RUBLE: We will hear from 
Tat'iana Vasil' eva a few words 
about specific problems in Iaroslavl. 
I am not sure that, given the range 
of institutions represented here, 
we can take an official position on 
any one project, but I would sug
gest that if certain individuals 
wanted to take some position, 
they would be free to ao so. I 
thiitk that as an official conference 
that would probably not be possi
ble given the complexity of the 
sponsorship. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: Using the 
example of our Iaroslavl region, I 
would like to touch upon a ques
tion which has already proven in
teresting for many participants of 
our coriference: the approach of 
the state and of the clltfrch to the 
problem of the restitution of cul
tural values and cultural monu
ments to the church. I think the 
situation in our region reflects the 
general situation, although it has 
a rather specific character. 

Here are some figures which can 
prove to be interesting in order to 
understand the situation. Before 
1917, on the territory of Iaroslavl 
re~on there were 988 churches 
and 33 monasteries. We now have 
698 churches and 26 monasteries, 
many of which are in ruins. I 
would like to repeat that some 



monasteries, like Sposogono
devskii and others, are just ruins 
now. At the moment, only 156 
churches are being used as 
churches. During recent times, 
five monasteries were given back 
to the church. The rest of the mon
asteries and many other churches 
are empty. That is why the prob
lem wfuch we have already dis
cussed is so acute to us, that it 
would be difficult to postpone the 
solution of that proolem-of the 
restoration of the churches and 
monasteries. We just do not have 
any time to postpone the solution 
of this problem. 

For a long period of time, rela
tions between the eparchy and the 
museums of the region and be
tween the eparchy and the 
authorities of the region were 
very cautious. There has been 
much tension in those relations 
and no mutual understanding. 
The process of restitution was be
gun in the year 1987, when the 
Fodogrovskii church in Iaroslavl 
was given back to the church. Its 
state was a very bad one. It is situ
ated near the cathedral where the 
regional head of the church 
served. The eparchy, the church, 
had enough money at the time to 
restore the church and that made 
the solution of the problem realis
tic. 

In the year 1988, the church be
came a church again and was 
given seventeen icons to start 
services. Then the restitution be
gan a more complicated process. 
From 1988 until 1994, over sev
enty churches have been given 
over to the church. They are not 
equal as far as their state of pres
ervation is concerned. As to their 
historical and artistic importance, 
they are all at this moment (except 
for the two churches which have 
no parishes) living fuU religious 
lives, but their restoration is not as 

quick and not as successful as we 
fiad expected. 

The problem for both the city 
administration and the church 
administration is that we disagree 
on many points. This led us to the 
idea that it would be immoral to 
make the conflict even more 
acute, because we see that this 
hampers both the process of resto
ration and restitution of spiritual 
life and the restoration of heritage. 
You cannot restore heritage with
out restoring the spiritual side of 
the values. 

Three years ago, a joint commis
sion was formed to resolve the 
conflict. Sitting on the commission 
are architects, art historians, and 
priests from the Iaroslavl eparchy. 
They are very well trained for the 
job, which makes the commission 
a highly authoritative and pro
ductive body. Their trust for one 
another is quite obvious. The 
commission is co-chaired by the 
bishop of Iaroslavl on the one 
hand and by our vice-chairman of 
the municipality of Iaroslavl. In 
our relations, we have switched 
from cautious tension to a much 
greater trust which helps us to be 
more operative in our work. For 
example, we often talk about 
financing; financing of the 
churches which have been resti
tuted to the church and now need 
restoration. 

We have cooperated with the 
branch of the church authority 
that is responsible for the restora
tion of the active churches. From 
the figures I have quoted, you un
derstand that we cannot restore 
all of the churches at the same 
time; we have to make choices. 
We choose the most important 
and the most significant oi them. 
Significant not only from the 
point of view of historical and 
artistic aspects or architectural 
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value, but also from their spiritual 
importance, which we must take 
in to account. It is a must that this 
should be taken in to account. 

Approximately forty-fiye percent 
of the money we have IS spent on 
the restoration of active cfiurches. 
In the first three months of 1994, 
355 million rubles were allocated 
especially for this purpose. Half of 
th1s money was used for the 
restoration of several monasteries, 
several churches in Iaroslavl, and 
many other first rate monuments 
of architecture. 

The problem of restitution of both 
churChes and movables is also an 
acute problem in our region. This 
especially concerns our sacred 
icon, the Tolg Mother of God of 
the fourteenth century. From the 
national museum of our city, this 
icon of the Mother of God will be 
given over to where it was origi
iLally, the Tolg Convent. Taking into 
account the Vladimir, Novgorod, 
and Khastomar experience, we 
know that together with the 
church we must pave the way for 
this restitution. 

We face three problems. A com
plete study of the icon and the 
restoration work on it has been 
given to the Russian Museum in 
St. Petersburg and their restora
tion department for this study. 
The tasK. remains to create a spe
cial place where it will be kept in a 
proper atmospheric regime and 
temperature, the way it was done 
in Vladimir. The money for this 
should be brought from both 
sides: the state authorities and the 
church. The most important prob
lem has not yet been solved. The 
monastery, itself, has not been re
stored fully and it has not been 
fully protected and guarded. The 
theft of icons and sacred objects 
continues to be a problem. Over 
2,000 objects have been stolen 
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from our churches during the last 
year. Of course, this is a great con
cern to all of us. We do not have 
enough funds for defense to pro
tect these valuables. The cultural 
values which for a long time have 
been situated in the churches can
not be guided by our forces. We 
do not nave enough forces or the 
means for that. We are looking for 
some points which would let the 
administration and the church 
join their efforts. We still send the 
information on the cultural monu
ments which belong to the Rus
sian Orthodox ChurCh to different 
places and also to the members of 
the church. In addition, we give 
the church documentation and all 
other information which we have 
in our files. That way we help the 
church to give their parishes the 
information of the cultural values, 
of the churches and its objects. We 
hope that the work will be quite 
fniitful in the future. 

Another form of these activities is 
the following: bureaucrats, mem
bers of the city organization, often 
do not have enough preparation 
and training in the history and re
ligious aspects of the values of the 
cUltured objects which belong to 
the church. That is why we need 
deep consultation and intensive 
work with members of the church 
in, for example, organizing tem
perature status for the objects of 
culture which belong to the 
church and so on, because it is not 
always easy for us to see how to 
make it in cooperation with the 
religious values. We are talking 
only about the Russian Orthodox 
church here. We also have Old Be
lievers. We have given them one 
monastery and a church. We have 
Christianer Believers. We have 
quite a new branch, the Church of 
the New Generation. We have to 
work with all of them. We are 
very cautious when this new 
church, for example, asks that we 



give back to them the Lutheran 
icons, restituted to them as their 
property. We refused because the 
Church they are using now used 
to be the Lutheran Church, and 
they are not Lutherans in the di
rect sense of the word. We expect 
that the Lutheran Church could 
be restituted, so we do not want 
to give away sacred Lutheran ob
jects. In the near future, a syna
gogue will be open in Iaroslavl 
which was there before the revo
lution. The Jewish community has 
been re~tered and the syna
gogue will also resume its work. 

It is a very complex life we are 
leading. I would like to hear from 
you some more qualified, profes
sional advice on how to regulate 
these relations. How do you see 
it? How do you regulate these 
kinds of problems in the relations 
between the state and the church? 
I understand that for many of 
you, the problems were solved 
long ago. But, as we see in Poland, 
the majority of the population, 
more than nalf, are believers. This 
is not the case in our country. We 
are dealing with a much more 
complex situation. Nobody can 
solve these problems for us, but 
we would like to hear your pro
fessional advice. 

BLAIR RUBLE: If we could return 
t~ the beginning of ~"Our presenta
tion, could you reVIew the num
bers once again of churches and 
monasteries in 1917 and 1994? 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: Before 
1917, 988 churches and 33 monas
teries. In 1994, total inventory lists 
showed 698 churches and 26 
monasteries. Some of them are 
just ruins. There were 156 acting 
parishes--some of them have two 
Churches, four Russian Orthodox 
monasteries and one Old Believers 
monastery-five altogether. 

SAM GRUBER: Just to make it 
clear, what do you mean by 
churches? Does this include the 
synagogue, for example, or not? 
Religious buildings or churches of 
certain denominations? Only Or
thodox churches? Okay, that 
makes it more clear. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: They are 
Russian Orthodox churches be
cause we are talking about the 
eparchy. We have one Catholic 
church, two Protestant churches, 
and one synagogue, which occu
pies a two-story building in 
Iaroslavl that has been given back 
to it. If you want more details, I 
can tell you privately. 

BLAIR RUBLE: I think that both 
of these stories bring us back to is
sues of authenticity, property, and 
money-three issues which have 
run through our discussions. 
Maybe it would be useful to hear 
from some of our non-Russian 
colleagues how all of this sounds 
to them. 

ANDRE MEYER: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I would like to come 
back to the case of Novgorod. Per
haps I can help a litt1e. At the 
European Council we have the as
sistance of help and technology 
help. As I can near, your rroblem 
is primarily a problem o help in 
teChnology and restoration. The 
best thing for you to do would be 
to ask for this help, assistance, co
operation, and technical help at 
tfie Council of Europe, because 
we have many such actions in the 
whole of Europe. We are helping 
and can then l:iring you some ex
perts from outside. They can 
make an analysis of this case and 
they can tell how you can manage 
it. Without plans or statistics, it is 
very diffictilt to say here if this 
problem can be managed as you 
say or if it requires a different ap
proach. I can say to you that if 
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you could ask for this help, then 
you could get this help. I frUnk it 
is the same case, perhaps it is not 
well enough known , with the 
icon featured in the video we saw 
yesterday. Such problems should 
be discussed with outside experts. 
It is much easier. Even in Switzer
land, when we have a problem it 
goes into a political organization 
program. When we and the par
ties are blocked, we ask for help 
from outside-from another 
country. Then it is a group of ex
perts and it is much easier to 
manage. It is the same as when 
you have somebody from outside 
who is not involved in this case 
and can help to resolve the prob
lems. 

Perhaps for you it would be an 
even greater possibility. If you see 
that things are broken, ask for an 
expert from outside, from another 
country, or something like that. 
Here the Council of Europe can 
help. You can also ask for nelp di
rectly from a person, or a country, 
because in Western Europe it is 
quite common that we are in con
tact and we accept such requests. 
Perhaps this contact is not devel
oped now between your country 
and the other Western European 
countries. The only thing that you 
have to do for this help is for it to 
go through the government. The 
government has to ask the Euro
pean Council because it has to 
pass through there. We have one 
problem from Russia in Kolstat 
that is being discussed at the 
European Open Council now, so I 
think Novgorod would be a very 
easy case for the council to bring 
you help with engineers, restora
tors, and craftsman who can make 
analyses. For the problems be
tween church and government, I 
think you could asl< for help in 
this case. We have our friend, 
Kowalski, who is also a repre
sentative in the Council of 
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Europe. I think he can ascertain 
your request when it comes in. 

LARISA BANNIKOVA: I have one 
very short question. It is a very 
lucky case that we have well 
known specialists here from dif
ferent countries. In Russia, the old 
system of heritage protection has 
practically collapsed and we do 
not have a new one. It would be 
so useful if representatives of dif
ferent countries would tell us, in 
brief, according to which scheme 
in different countries-in Switzer
land, in England, in the United 
States--what system of protection 
is organized. I think you would 
not need more than five minutes 
for such a presentation. 

BLAIR RUBLE: We may come 
back to that. I would certainly 
suggest that this can be discussed 
in private, but I would like to try 
and see if we can get a general 
discussion going and I fear this 
would take us to far afield at this 
moment. 

JOHN STUBBS: I am willing to 
bet that there are a large number 
of possible technical solutions to 
the issue of the collapsed wall at 
the Kremlin, and that is good. I 
am sure that there are plenty of 
experts that could give different 
opinions from Europe and from 
within Russia. Then I remem
bered someone saying yesterday 
that experts are not afways taken 
seriously by government. That is 
also universal, but it seems to me 
that your biggest problem is an is
sue of authenticity and credibility 
and how you have to live with the 
fact that someone is proposing 
what we call a slap-dasn or super
ficial solution. fu this case, it 
means a lot to the heart of Rus
sians, your colleagues, to do it 
"the right way." My only sugges
tion is to do what is usually done, 
at least in the United States, which 



is to force the group of technicos, 
the architects and engineers, who 
are really servants to the govern
ment at the end of the day, to pro
pose several solutions-four or 
five or six solutions-and to air 
these solutions publicly. There 
could be an exhibition, and there 
certainli should be meetings that 
the yuolic is invited to be a part 
of, i possible-if not the general 
IJUblic, then a representation of 
the public. That way the skeptics 
or the decision makers, whether 
they be government or activists in 
the community, can go through 
what we call the design-decision 
making process. There is a sort of 
tree of possibilities and it is in
cumbent upon the architects and 
engineers to argue, without bias, 
several different proposals and let 
the decision be made by those 
who are in the best position to 
make that decision. r think the 
problem would be much easier if 
you consider the choices. 

Just to close, I would like to rec
ommend that if you go this way, 
any possibility should be consid
ered-even strange possibilities, 
like, for instance, using the rubble 
from the collapsed wall as the 
core of the new wall. Or, if the 
wall is thick enough, have a ve
neer and let the back side of the 
wall be an art gallery, who knows. 
But that would be the offer made 
by the government, which is that 
we are entertaining all possibili
ties and all of the world to become 
engaged in the physical, technical 
challenge. After that we can make 
a more informed decision. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: I 
would like to draw the attention 
of those present to one fragment 
of that story which clears the situ
ation for me: money. As the repre
sentative of the Novgorod 
Museum said, "We are giving not 
to the museum, but to somebody 

else." I can imagine that it was the 
city's administration. The money 
was received, not by the city's ad
ministration, but by the Novgorod 
reconstruction, a government 
structure which is responsible for 
reconstruction. 

I think that the core of the prob
lem is not in the field of engmeer
ing. As you said quite right, the 
engineering field is the simplest 
one in thiS case. Several options 
can be presented, but the problem 
is the sources, the final point of fi
nancing, and who makes deci
sions. Why was the money given 
not to the museum who is the 
user of the money, but to the gov
ernment structure which uses that 
money just for its production 
process? That is really the prob
lem, not the engineering problem, 
but the social and political prob
lem. That problem should be dis
cussed first of all. 

ROGER LEWIS: Well, this gives 
me an opportunity to say a few 
things in response to your di
lemma that I was going to say in 
my presentation. I think that 
probably one of the things that is 
most obvious from this story is 
the need for an identified process 
for decision making, whiCh does 
not necessarily solve the economic 
problem. In some way in re
sponse, Grisha, to your question, 
about what we have done in our 
country, in the United States we 
had similar problems. In fact, we 
did not have a problem before the 
1960s; anyone who had property 
that was falling down probably 
just called in the demolition con
tractors and overnight it was 
gone. We have tried in the United 
States to create a process, which I 
believe, again, was summarized 
to some extent the day before yes
terday, in which during the deci
sion making, the various interests 
are considered and at the very 
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least there is a registration, of 
properties that are considered 
worthy of preservation, and in 
some way part of the heritage. 

I want to stress that all of this is 
accomplished in the United States 
because of the law. In fact, it starts 
with the Constitution of the 
United States. All of this is accom
plished under the law, including 
aeciding what to do when a prop
erty that is historically important 
needs to be changed and inter
vention is required. In Russia to
day, I think we all know that the 
law is somewhat amorphous, 
changing, difficult to get an agree
ment. In part, there is a need for 
some new set of laws that are re
ally part of a social contract that 
will help you go through a proc
ess that leads to what we call con
sensus (I do not know the word in 
Russian) between often compet
ing interests that at least say, 
"Here is what we would like to 
do about this property, this wall, 
or this building, or this land
scape." 

Now that is all fine. Let us sup
pose we have such a process. That 
aoes not solve the fiitancial prob
lem, nor have we in the United 
States solved the financial prob
lem. At least we have a procedure 
which would ~roduce an enforce
able decision 'at law", as the at
torneys say, that the citizens of the 
country, including govemm~~t of
ficials, owners of property, citizens 
who have an interest, either agree 
to the decision or they accept the 
decision. They may not liKe the 
decision, but that is what it means 
to have a society governed by a 
constitution and by law. 

So, I would suggest that part of 
the solution here would be for the 
Russian Republic and the munici
palities ana the regions to con
vene, if you will, a kind of a 
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congress on historic preservation 
and on restoration of historical 
properties to try and create the 
rigfit process. 

BLAIR RUBLE: I am struck in this 
discussion by some words that 
one of John's professors at 
Berkeley, Nezar A1 Sayyad, re
cently said to me. Wheri he inter
views architectural students for 
participation in the city planning 
program he does not ask about 
archltecture, he asks about their 
psychology. He asks if they ~e 
politics and if they like conflict, 
because for him, the role of the 
city planner is not an aesthetic 
role, but a political role that 
requires a special kind of psychol
ogy to be able to bring aifferent 
positions together. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: There 
is a saying among preservationists 
in the U.S. If you get any two of 
them together in a room they will 
disagree and even ar&'le. I am go
ing to respectfully disagree With 
John Stubbs because I gather that 
in both of your cases you are deal
ing with major monuments, 
wmch are very important works, 
in which case you do it right or 
you don't do it at all; wait for the 
next generation to do it. If you 
have something that is really im
portant, the last thing you ':"~t. to 
ao is open up more possibilities 
for a different type of solution, be
cause you may get the wrong ot~e. 
It is quite clear in your case m 
Novgorod, that there is a right so
lution, I think. 

I do not know how this would 
work in either one of your cases, 
but Roger Lewis. makes it soun~ 
nice and orderly m the U.S., but It 
is not. You work with the system 
when you can and when you can
not, you subvert the system. Pres
ervation is often a radical act in 
that way. It is legal. You keep it 



legal. Citizen activism. Get people 
involved-have them make a 
fuss, have rallies, have dinners, 
have fundraising (small amounts 
of money), get organizations, pro
fessional organizations, any kind 
of organization that is a legitimate 
one on your side, publicize your 
case at home and abroad. 

Fifteen years ago, there was a plan 
to add to our national capitol 
building in Washington, covering 
the last original segment of its ex
terior. The architect of the Capitol 
was a very powerful person be
holden to no one except Congress 
who was supporting him because 
they could get more offices with a 
good view. It was a hue and cry 
from the people. Organizations, 
and even some senators, held a 
press conference and said, "No, 
we will not tolerate this. This is 
unacceptable. This is your build
ing. This cannot happen." That 
takes a lot of time and we have 
too few people who do that sort 
of thing in the U.S. now, but that 
is how a lot of what we preserve 
has gotten that way. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: I would 
like to answer this question, both 
to John Stubbs and to you. The 
core of the problem is that we 
arouse the public opinion. We also 
aroused the public participation 
of social organization newspa
pers. For Novgorod and the peo
ple who live there, the Kremlin is 
a sacred place and people are 
tired that for three years already, 
the place has been in collapse, 
there is a big hole there. Old men, 
building workers, came to the 
museum and they said, "Let us. 
We are old people but we are 
building workers and during a 
month we can erect that wall." 
But the museum had no right to 
let them. 

About your opinion, yes, you are 
right. There were some very un
usual options which were offered 
for restoration of that wall. One of 
the options which was offered 
was to make a laboratory there in
side the wall to upkeep the wall 
and to see the processes in the 
wall. But what would be observed 
there? What would be the sense of 
the observation? There would be 
no real wall there for observation. 
It was proposed that we leave 
open the archaeological excava
tion there and make it a museum, 
but after a year we became sure 
that we should not do so because 
it is a very difficult thing and it is 
a very important thing not to 
leave 1t in tfiat form. Water filled it 
and leaving such a big space oeen 
was very d-angerous for the btill.d
ing. You suggest that the govern
ment shoUld address the 
European Council with a petition 
to help. Can the museum do it? 
Because the government has al
ready accepted the decision, we 
are fighting the government deci
sion now. We are opposing the 
government, so the government 
would not do it. So my question is 
to you, Mr. Meyer, can it be not 
the government but the museum 
itself, who would place this re
quest to the European Council to 
the technological section for help? 
The government would not do it, 
we are fighting the government 
decision. 

ANDRE MEYER: Yes, it is not the 
usual way, but you can try. It is 
better than doing nothing, r think. 
But I would say it is a technical 
problem, not a financial problem. 
And it is a problem, as you say, of 
the organization. The organiza
tion will take, I think, quite a lot of 
time. We have, and you have to 
find this organization with the 
law, the competence and every
thing. Usually the owner has the 
rights. Also, in our country it is 
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the owner who can say, not the 
one who is in the building. There, 
you can only help with the activi
ties, with talking with the govern
ment, with people, with associa
tions, with all of those things. 
That is the psychological side iliat 
you, Mr. Ruble, resolved. That is 
the problem. But for this case, and 
I thfu.k as I heard it is quite urgent, 
you can try as a museum. It is not 
the usual way, but you can see 
what happens. I can give you the 
address and you can write and 
ask for help. First, you have to do 
an analysis of the ground, and of 
the foundation, the Kremlin. Then 
you have several possibilities to 
rebuild or repair this Kremlin. I 
do not think 1t is such a problem 
because you can make an injec
tion and you have a lot of technol
ogy. We know this technology and 
we have it already. I t:hiil.k we 
could give this help and we could 
look with your Parliament at how 
we can resolve this problem. So I 
would say, try and write. I will 
give you the address and see 
what happens. It is not the normal 
way, because the normal way 
should go by way of the govern
ment. 

ALEXEI SHCHENKOV: I would 
like to return to the remark by Mr. 
Vysokovskii. Of course, it is not 
oruy a technical problem and pos
sibly not technical to that extent. 
Heritage is always a field of dif
ferent interests and of the crossing 
of that interest. A conflict always 
emerges here. There is also a con
flict of ideologies. First, it was the 
state taking the properties from 
the church. How could we have 
any dialogue with that state? On 
the other side, it looked like the 
illiterate members of the church 
had big cultural values and how 
could we leave something to 
them? That is how it looked Irom 
different sides. Nationalists also 
have their own ideology. This 
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conflict is solved to a certain ex
tent and, to some extent, it has a 
new character. Along with that, 
there is a conflict of property 
rights. Agencies controlling the 
state of cultural monuments dur
ing the process of privatization 
have the option to let somebody 
privatize an object or site or not to 
let them do so, to approve some 
use of that historical s1te, or not to 
let it be used that way. They have 
the right to decide in many cases 
and do not leave that right to any
bodyelse. 

On the opposite side, we have 
normal city authorities who also 
want to control the important 
means of power. It is not only 
about property rights, there are 
also conflicts in the financial field. 
That is something which Mr. 
Vvsokovskii said about his exam
ples-the problem of order. Who 
will take tfie order for that work? 

The same situation occurred in 
Moscow when a monument of the 
battle of Plevna was going to be 
reconstructed. When the pfanning 
organization, the designer, received 
an order from the state inspection 
on protecting the monuments, the 
destgn organization proposed a 
very dangerous version of that 
work. It was very difficult to en
force that procedure of competi
tion between different options of 
the reconstruction. The problem 
was not in the difference of pro
fessional points of view, but more 
in the commercial base of that 
problem. 

Along with that, we have a con
flict of prestige of different sides. 
This is a conflict of possibilities to 
work on your own place and to 
have your own position. That re
lates to the case of the Novgorod 
icon which we have alreacfy be
gun. In many cases, these are mu
seum workers who defend their 



work and their position in the 
museum. Of course, we can see 
the possibility of improper condi
tions at the new user's place, but 
interpretation of that problem on 
both sides is so behitld you can 
find all kinds of interests and in
terest groups. 

A proper legal procedure is im
portant, but It is not everything. It 
IS not as simple as that. the law, if 
you follow it to the letter, could be 
quite effective, but if it is not 
enforced properly, or if it is inter
preted differently because differ
ent interests stand behind it, this 
could make people ignore law or 
avoid it. New legislation has also 
been hampered for these reasons. 

What can be said? Is it really so 
dramatic, the present situation? I 
don't think so. On the one hand, I 
think the legislation and the pro
cedural part as a base for the su
pervision of all of this process 
should be developed. On the 
other hand, quite a fot depends on 
the human factor and human ef
forts at the various levels and mu
tual understanding that springs 
up at certain points. I am quite 
optimistic about our examples of 
what has been said by Mrs. Va
sil' eva in her story of Iaroslavl. 
She underlines it herself. She 
stresses that we should make the 
conclusion that everything is just 
perfect. I would also say iliat what 
she offered us is a pleasant excep
tion, and not a rule. 

WOJCIECH KOWALSKI: I under
stand that we are still talking 
about the Novgorod problem. We 
have not even touched the 
Iaroslavl restitution case. Of 
course, there is no time to talk in 
detail about all of the aspects of 
this one case. I asked Blair if we 
were talking about the technology 
or organization and responsibility. 

From my point of view, it is not a 
technological problem, because if 
Russia or the former Soviet Union 
can send a man on the moon, I 
don't think it is a problem to re
construct a piece of wall. I simply 
cannot believe it. 

It is, rather, an organizational 
problem. Who is responsible to do 
that? Of course, the law should 
answer you this question. Once 
more, I do not thini< there is a gap, 
a legal gap in this field. As far as I 
rememoer, there is a law on the 
protection of monuments in Russia 
that is still enforced. There was a 
problem with a law on illicit ex
port and President Yeltsin obliged 
himself to prepare a new law on 
this subject because I remember 
there was a famous appeal after 
certain illegal exports. Law on the 
protection of monuments is en
forced, and I know quite well 
from the Polish expenence that 
sometimes it is not even the prob
lem of good and bad law, but just 
the enforcement of an existing 
law. This is the case; we were 
given these details. But, if you 
think this law is not good, then 
maybe it needs to be changed or 
amended. Some years ago, at the 
end of the former era, I was com
missioned by our ministry to pre
pare a study on the various 
solutions existing in various coun
tries on the organization of the 
protection-the question raised 
by our colleague--and we pro
duced a study. I analyzed laws in 
eight states. This was just before 
the discussion on how to change 
our law on the protection of 
monuments. We came to a more 
or less common understanding 
that when you have a very big 
territory, you cannot even thi.nk 
about the structure of the protec
tion of monuments in the sense, 
we call it, the vertical structure. It 
is possible in Holland, or Hun
gary, when you have a small 
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country, when within half an hour 
you can go anywhere and solve 
the problem. Many times, the 
ministry is very far away, the tele
phone does not work and you 
have no car. So the ministry is not 
really in the position to help you, 
that is for sure. In Poland, we dis
cussed that because it is not a very 
small country, but it is still not a 
very big country, we decided not 
to look upon the ministry at all. 

We really think that to develop 
our law, the municipality has a re
sponsibility. Of course, in that 
case, the monument cannot be 
private. This is the best idea if it 
has an original and really good 
owner. Good means not an artifi
cial owner, because in the pre
vious era we had owners, but 
they were very artificial in the 
sense that the state ordered you to 
be an owner; a cooperative or an 
institution had no Chance to es
cape being the owner of the 
monument. I think about the re
ally good owners. If it is such a 
kind of monument that you may 
not give it to the owner, in such a 
case as, for example, old fortifica
tions, this kind of monument 
should be the property of the 
town, and the town shoUld be re
sponsible for its protection. That is 
very simple. We discussed this a 
lot because we thought, first, that 
it was probably because of our so
cialist education that if we give 
this responsibility to the very low
est level of administration, or just 
to municipalities, they will not 
take care of it. That was the main 
mistake, because after four years 
we realized that the ministry is 
not an owner. The ministry ad
ministers only three or four na
tional museums now and has no 
direct responsibility for monu
ments. Alf of this is in the hands 
of regions and towns. We realized 
that the situation is much better. 
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They do not have much money 
but they are much more effective 
and efficient. Towns, even small 
towns, which we completely did 
not expect, are very proud be
cause it is now their problem, not 
the problem of the mmistry, which 
is three, four hundred kifometers 
away. Normally, a palace is the 
problem of the ministry, or the 
Church was always the property 
of the Church in Poland, out a 
monument was something com
pletely far away from the local 
administration or town council. 
Now the town council is responsi
ble. Our ministry also gave all of 
the theaters, museums, operas 
and all of these cultural institu
tions back to the town councils. 
There was a great fear that they 
would close it and change it to 
cinemas, but they did not do that. 
If the people want to have the 
cinemas and if they are to elect the 
town council, then the town coun
cil cannot simply close because of 
the lack of money. The town council 
is obliged to find this money. 

In May, we had town level elec
tions. I see how the people tried to 
show that we did so much for our 
town, our community. This monu
ment was restored and that 
monument was restored. We were 
really surprised to read the local 
press; they have never been so en
gaged before. I think this is the 
only solution, especially in case of 
big countries, and Russia is one of 
the biggest examples of that. 

JOHN MACIUIKA: Following up 
on a number of the remarks, espe
cially the last one, I would like to 
offer an example from the state of 
California preservation commu
nity. I worked for several years for 
the Department of Environmental 
Resources, which is responsible 
for conservation and preservation. 
In this case, not so much for his
toric monuments as for environ-



mental sites along the coast of 
California, about 1,600 kilometers 
or so. The agency of the state that 
was responsible, obviously, can
not be reproduced in Novgorod, 
but what I want to suggest is an 
example of how things were man
aged with very little money and 
just how much "money talks," as 
we say. 

The agency was called the California 
Coastal Conservancy. This is a 
state level agency given very little 
money to preserve areas of the 
coast from too much privatiza
tion, actually, showing that there 
is a thing as too much privatiza
tion. With the little money that the 
conservancy has, they have been 
very successful over their fifteen 
year life span at going to local 
communities along the coast of 
California and identifying, with 
the local community's help, prob
lems that they are having with en
vironmental degradation. Some
times it does involve old build
ings, more often it is landscape 
considerations. In any case, the 
key for the conservancy's success 
has been bringing together politi
cal pressure and fu:ilds through 
project management that starts 
out with a small amount of what 
we call seed money-money that 
will grow, money that is a small 
commitment that leaders of say 
your museum or somewhere else 
can use to approach other groups 
and demonstrate that there has al
ready been a financial commit
ment made. This happens in 
California so that the local com
munity, for example, will gain the 
support of workers in th.e town 
wno commit a certain number of 
people. There is actually a dollar 
value that becomes attached to 
that. That becomes the second fi
nancial commitment written 
down and you go to the next or
ganization, the next interest and 
the next group and make an argu-

ment for you project. Based on the 
commitments of other groups that 
are getting together, they see that 
it is legitimate. So, soon, the con
servancy's dollar commitment, or 
seed money, which was small in 
the beginning, has grown. They 
have accomplished an enormous 
amount of work over a long pe
riod of time. 

Now, in your case there are a lot 
of political problems. It does not 
sound like the will of the people is 
being reflected on an institutional 
level and that is something that, 
hopefully, will get worked out. 
But in the meantime, even with 
applications to the Council of 
Europe restoration organization, 
for example, it may be possible to 
strengthen your case in your ap
plication by getting support and 
small commitments from people 
that show the legitimacy of the 
project. 

TONYFRENCH: I don't know 
whether I have any very practical 
advice that I can offer in this par
ticular case. The only thing that 
occurs to me immediately is that 
in Britain we do have a thing 
called the Know-how Fund. This 
is government money made avail
able to help transfer mostly tech
nical, but expertise to the coun
tries of Eastern Europe and to 
Russia. This would, I think, be 
helpful if the problem were purely 
an engineering or technical prob
lem, but, as I understand it, in 
your case that is not the problem. 
You know what to do and how to 
do it; it is more an organizational 
problem. Whether the Know-how 
Fund could help in that situation, 
I am not sure. It is not impossible 
to think of ways in which it could 
be encouraged to give support, 
but I think that would be more 
difficult. 
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Obviously, in any kind of opera
tion the funding is so important. 
We have, in fact, in Britain an ex
tremely complex system of fund
ing working at a whole series of 
levels. There is, of course, the state 
itself and its principle government 
body is English Heritage. It actu
ally owns a large number of prop
erties and is responsible, on the 
basis of government money 
raised by taxation, for the upkeep 
of those properties. There are local 
authorities. Most of our local 
authorities have some important 
buildings in their care. Probably 
more rmportant are charitable 
trusts. These are private bodies of 
people who have subscribed and 
who have been given money. 

The most important body is the 
National Trust. I am very sorry 
that Lester Borley, who is very 
much involved in the National 
Trust in Scotland, is not with us 
this afternoon. The National Trust 
in Britain has more than a million 
members and it has, of course, 
fairly considerable funds of its 
own. Then there are the private 
owners. There are a large number 
of people who are private owners 
of buildings of national impor
tance. Of course, they are primar
ily responsible for their upkeep, 
but in practice the costs today are 
so great that very few private 
owners can keep up a mansion 
simply on their own resources. 

That brings into play the last, but 
perhaps most important group, 
that is to say, peopl~rdinary, 
every day, man on the street, people. 
This works in various ways. If 
you own a large mansion and it is 
in need of repair, but you cannot 
put the money up, you can apply 
to the government through Eng
lish Heritage for assistance. If that 
assistance is granted it would al-
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most certainly be on condition 
that the building would be open 
to the public. And, of course, the 
people who come to visit these 
houses also will pay to go in. So 
money is coming at different lev
els. And, of course, people can 
contribute in different ways, par
ticularly to the charitable trusts by 
bequests. Today, it is not just a 
matter of leaving a big house and 
saying, "That house is now Na
tional Trust." Because of the cost 
of keeping it up, the National 
Trust Will say, "Well, you must 
give us the money to help support 
it as well as giving us the house." 

Just to end at a final point, getting 
people involved is, ilierefore, very 
rmportant. Even deaf govern
ments will begin to liSten if 
enough people shout loudly 
enough and long enough, espe
cially if there is an election coming 
up. 

FATHER GEORGII MITSOV: I 
would like first of all to thank Mr. 
Kowalski, because his experience 
is possibly the closest for recep
tion using our Russian conditions. 
Also, I would like to thank Mr. 
Shchenkov for clearing up the 
situation. I would like to tum now 
to my church and to my situation, 
to the situation in our land, be
cause the situation of churches in 
Russia reflects so many of the 
problems which were shown here. 
Maybe then, everybody present 
here will have a dearer vision of 
what is going on and how it is go
ing on in Russia. 

After the year 1988, the Russian 
church was no longer under the 
care of the KGB. The part of KGB 
that was partly responsible for the 
church was called the Council for 
the Church Affairs and it had the 
right to solve and to make deci
sions in all aspects of all the prob-



lems. Now the church is quite free 
in its doing. Earlier abilities and 
possibilities of the members of 
priests depended on the place 
where they served. The more peo
ple that came to the church, the 
higher was the income and it was 
quite transparent for everybody. 
Very often, priests and churches 
were against opening new churches 
because that meant less people 
would come to their already exiSt
ing churches. That is why the 
change of that consciousness, 
which was the norm earlier, has 
changed. 

Earlier, only the unique characters 
of the churChes led tfi.em to have a 
high income and all of the 
churches were directed from 
above. At the present moment, 
when I have to make some repairs 
in my small church, I have to use 
European methods. I write letters 
to the governor. I issue lists of 
public activists and I enforce that 
funding, for example for the 
painting of the roof of my church. 
When a representative of an organ
ization responsible for protection 
of monuments came, there were 
nine people in that representation. 
They all came, and I had to re
ceive them and serve a dinner for 
them. For one whole day, they 
studied my monument and wrote 
such a conclusion that acting ac
cording to that conclusion, I 
would have to close the church 
and to destroy the monument. 
Everything was bad-one could 
only wonder how it could have 
existed already for 250 years be
fore that moment. 

The main problem was that, hav
ing some funding which I fought 
for and achieved, the state organi
zation responsible for protection 
of monuments hoped that there 
would be a lot of funding for my 
church. They decided not only to 
leave my site for some time, but 

also to keep the workers which re
ceived orders from that state 
agency. But we do not have that 
much money. That is why the 
money was given to me, but I had 
no right to receive it. Even the 
money which was supposed to 
buy paint was taken by the work
ers and by the building organiza
tion which was to paint the roof. 
Anyway, everything ended in the 
following situation: now all of the 
money I use is from the opera
tions of private banks helping 
state agencies to find some profit 
for its members. That is the final 
situation which I have achieved in 
my affair. 

When we were coming here on 
the train, we talked with Mr. Feliks 
Razumovskii about the problems 
and how they can be solved at the 
local level. I would like to thank 
you very much for your stories. 
They really make me see that it is 
not bad to ask somebody for 
money for their goals, to draw 
public opinion to this, to create 
that public opinion, and to con
firm with my own activity the ne
cessity for the joint activities. You 
create for us a new approach to 
life, because earlier we had only 
orders from above and our opin
ion had no meaning and no im
portance. Money always came 
from above. That is why when 
that change, perestroika, took place 
in our country, active organiza
tions which were formed and 
which are emerging, were not al
ways honest. Only the possibility 
of local self administration clears 
the human approach to this situ
ation. That is why I would like to 
thank you for teaching me not to 
be afraid of such activities and to 
participate much more in those 
activities. I think that will be use
ful both for my health and for the 
health of our society. 
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SAM GRUBER: I would like to 
address the question of the man)j 
many churcfies in Iaroslavl and 
talk about some practical actions 
which might be taken, based on 
my own experience. First, I would 
liKe to say something in regard to 
Mr. Kowalski's statement about 
not relying on the ministries. In 
Poland, I would say that is par
ticularly the case. In the four years 
that I have been working in Po
land, I have dealt with four differ
ent Ministers of Culture, I believe. 
Every year, one has to start from 
step one and now I do not even 
know who the Minister of Culture 
is because it does not really con
cern me. I just work with the 
Wojwodina Conservators and the 
municipalities because they live 
there and they are not going 
away. But I will say that all of 
those people are strapped for 
money here as well. 

Now, about all of these churches 
which are all over. It is impossible 
to restore all of them. Certainly, it 
is impossible to restore all of iliem 
soon. What I would suggest, and 
this might be hard news for the 
church, is to recognize the natural 
downsizing of the church, that 
there is no longer a need for 698 
churches in the region of Iaroslavl, 
and that maybe the 156 churches 
used now is the maximum that it 
is ever going to need. In a sense, 
recognize that times have changed, 
but work with the regional con
servators to come up with an ade
quate and appropriate preser
vation policy that IS not insensi
tive to the history of the church 
for the rest of those buildings. 
Now, it may be possible, if churCh 
membership will grow, that they 
will need some of those other 
buildings. But rather than concen
trate on asking for more buildings 
back, they should think about 
putting all of their resources into 
maintaining those 156 churches 
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that they already have. This is a 
situation that I imagine is com
mon in other regions too, and I 
would suggest that this is a policy 
to be followed throughout the 
country. 

In America there is no aid of any 
considerable amount from any 
government to any church or 
synagogue; we have very strict 
rules on separation of church and 
state. There are a few exceptions 
to this, but, overall, we can say 
there is no government aid to 
churches or synagogues. If they 
are going to maintain themselves, 
they must do it alone. That re
quires dedication from a congre
gation. It means enlisting members 
outside of the congregation who 
share a sense of place, who be
lieve in the importance within a 
neighborhood of a church that 
may not be their own, but one 
they would like to see every day 
when they walk down the street. 
It involves hard work, often many 
years of hard work-everything 
from cookie sales to petitioning 
major foundations ana corpora
tions for aid. Every single strategy 
that you can imagine has to be 
used and, in combination, some of 
these synagogues and churches 
are able to raise the money 
needed, but not all. Those that 
cannot, unfortunately, go out of 
business. 

This leaves another problem, 
what to do about their buildings. 
Ironically, in America, if a former 
church or synagogue is then 
turned in to a movie theater, it 
then can receive aid, but that is 
another question. I think you have 
to deal with that question first. 
Which of these churChes will con
tinue as churches and which ones 
won't? Then, you have to look at 
the overall situation. How many 
are salvageable? How many are 
so far gone that it would require 



an extraordinary amount of time 
and, particularly, money, which is 
hard to come by. Therefore, you 
would be depriving the other 
buildings of that money. How 
many of those exist? You have to 
say, "Well, maybe of these 698 
churches, 100 of them are so far 
gone that it would cost us a mil
lion or two million dollars each to 
save them and it is not realistic to 
invest in that effort. We must be 
realistic and not everything can be 
saved." 

Looking at those buildings that do 
exist and looking at the limited 
amount of resources that exist. 
How should they be allocated? 
My advice is to avoid full scale 
restoration whenever possible, to 
put off for a later date as much 
work as can possibly be post
poned and to use all of the avail
able resources for the very 
undramatic work of routine main
tenance on as many structures as 
exist. A few hundred dollars to fix 
gutters can save more money and 
save more buildings in the long 
run than thousands of dollars 
thrown at restoring finishes of the 
interior or exterior, which is a very 
capitol intensive investment. As 
long as a building is secure
water tight-you can leave to 
another time the full scale restora
tion. It is not as glamorous, but I 
think it saves your heritage better 
and it saves you money. I think 
this is something you already 
know, but you should not be 
ashamed of not undertaking the 
kind of restoration which appears 
on the cover of a glossy magazine. 
Instead you should be proud to 
spend your time with the nuts 
and bolts of saving more build
ings. 

How to get more money. I have a 
few suggestions. This regards pri
marily religious structures. I am 
well aware that though we are 

talking about 698 churches and 26 
monasteries, there are also thou
sands of important secular build
ings, particularly rural buildings, 
wrucll need attention. This is 
something we have not discussed, 
but is also of great concern. I have 
a few suggestions on how money 
might be raised. You know that I 
direct something called the Jewish 
Heritage Council. It is a . very 
focused group. My concern is 
raising money for Jewish sites. 
Who do I go to, do you think, for 
this money? Do I go to the Catho
lic church? No. I go to Jews, 
because they are the ones, I think, 
who are most likely to take an in
terest in this heritage. I also go to 
governments and companies, but 
when it gets down to 1t and I re
ally need that money, who am I 
most likely to tum to in order to 
get it? I am going to go to the peo
ple who personally relate to those 
buildings. 

I think that the Russian Orthodox 
Church, either on a local level or 
on a national level, could institute 
the same kind of program. You 
can do it even though there are 
fewer Russian Orthodox Churches, 
I believe, say in the United States 
than there are synagogue congre
gations, but I may oe wrong. The 
fact is, though, that restoration 
costs in Russia are so low by 
Western standards that the 
amount of money that you are 
asking for from abroad can be 
relatively low, and therefore, palatable 
and acceptable by congregations, 
even if they are not themselves 
wealthy. I have seen estimates on 
what it takes not to restore, but at 
least to rehabilitate certain syna
gogues which have been returned. 
I know that many of these costs 
are quite low by American stand
ards. You could ask these 
churches, for instance, to initiate 
an "adopt-a-church" program. 
You could go to a Russian Ortho-
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dox church in Philadelphia and 
you say, "Listen, for 10,000, for 
50,000, for 100,000 dollars, you 
can adopt this church in Iarosiavl. 
It is your property. It is your sister 
church. You are responsible for it. 
You can help." Then you can 
organize a tour for those people to 
visit. These things happen. 

On a more official level, you 
might look where there are sister 
cities or initiate sister city relation
ships and establish this kind of re
ciprocal agreement. Again, an 
example is the city of Cincinnati 
which has a sister city relationship 
with Kharkhov, Ukraine. Many of 
the organizations in Cincinnati 
have been aiding organizations 
that carry out similar functions in 
Kharkhov. One organization, the 
Jewish Community Resources 
Council, has been aiding the Jew
ish Community in Kharkhov to 
refurbish and rebuild a syna
gogue which had been a sports 
complex and was returned to the 
community. I think this kind of 
thing with cities in America and 
Europe could be very beneficial. It 
woufd not work if it was between 
America and France, because you 
would be asking the French or the 
Americans for so much money. 
But right now, this is a very im
portant time. Costs are low by 
Western standards, particularly 
lately. We are losing, the longer 
we wait to restore things. The 
same thing will happen in Russia. 
It is chaos now, but things will set
tle down, I believe, and then 
things will get more expensive. So 
those are some ideas. 

I have one last suggestion. I met 
this morning wiili a dynamic 
woman who is the Executive 
Director of the Jewish Historical 
Institute in Warsaw, a dear friend. 
She is undertaking a very ambi
tious, multi-million dollar fund
raising program to rehabilitate 
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that institution and to create what 
will be, really, the first western
style museum using western 
museological methodologies in 
Poland. She is going to America, 
to European countries, to govern
ments and also to individuals 
looking for money, but she started 
right here in Poland. She did 
something really miraculous and 
really ingenious, I think. 

She has gone to the foreign com
panies working in Poland--there 
are over fifteen hundred now reg
istered in Poland. She has gone to 
the diplomatic core. She nas not 
gone to the presidents of the com
panies. She has not gone to the 
ambassadors. She has gone to 
their wives, who have nothing to 
do. They are stuck in Poland (no 
offense, Wojciech) and they are 
dying to help with any project. 
The important thing is that these 
wives-unfortunately because we 
are still a male-dominated socie~ 
it is almost a question of onfy 
wives, and we are not talking 
about spouses being husbands in 
these positions-are extremely 
well-connected amongst them
selves here and also in their home 
countries. You know that the dip
lomatic core rotates every few 
years, the businesses rotate their 
executives every few years and 
these wives go back and they 
have dinners, they will have re
ceptions and they will get people 
involved. Everybody feels good 
about it. I really believe Russia 
will go the way of Poland. I think 
Poland has a great head start, 
both economically and socially, 
but Russia will have these oppor
tunities. I urge my Russian col
leagues to take advantage of them 
and not to feel ashamed. Never 
feel ashamed to ask people for 
money to help preserve your cul
ture. It is your culture. The fact 
that an American or a Frenchman 
or a Swissman gives you money 



does not detract from the Russian
ness of the culture or your devo
tion to it. You should use every 
trick in the book to get money in 
these ways. I am sorry I spoke so 
long, but I hope my experience 
may help you. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: You 
have just heard the essence of 
how and why preservation is a 
success in the United States. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: Let me 
thank you for that practical ad
vise. Let me thank Mr. Sam 
Gruber and others because in our 
work it is really important to 
know the details whiCh are not 
common to us, especially regard
ing the character of our ideology 
and the world experience tells us 
that they are very efficient. 

Panel V. 
Preservation Pluralism: 

Managing Conflicting Interests 

TONY FRENCH: To sum up the 
discussions that we have had over 
the last few days is somewhat of 
an imfossible task. I think that 
when die and present myself to 
St. Peter outside the newly re
stored gates of Heaven, whatever 
I say today will probably bar me 
from entry and I will be sent 
down to the badly restored re
gions. 

We have looked at a number of 
levels from the global, or interna
tional level, through the national 
level, which we found extremely 
difficult to define, to the local 
level. I think if there was point of 
agreement, there was consider
able agreement that the local level 
is perhaps the most important 
level to work on and the impor
tance, therefore, of reople, but 
that the nationalleve is the least 
key level for mobilizing both ef
fort and money. As we have been 

discussing today, the importance 
of money, sources of money and 
the problems of how resources are 
applied and who applies them are 
very considerable and this again 
puts the emphasis on people. 

Once or twice, both in the papers 
that were presented in advance 
and in the discussion, the ques
tion of education came up as an 
important way to get people to 
unaerstand what the problems 
are. I think an important rider to 
that is, of course, education by 
whom? Education can be used in 
more ways than one, not always 
properly. It has to be the right sort 
of education; education ot people 
in understanding, not oruy of 
their own cultures, but of other 
cultures. 

A problem that we have been dis
cussing today in some detail, but 
which already was emerging in 
our excursions both yesterday 
and again this morning, is the tre
mendous problem of what you re
store ana how you do it. The 
problems that were described in 
Novgorod of false restoration are 
ones that have been met all 
around the world, in all countries, 
and people will argue indefinitely 
over wfiat is morally right-the 
morals of restoration. It was an 
Englishman in the last century 
who said, "You may not touch the 
monuments of the past. We have 
no right to touch them. You can 
perhaps do what you can to stop 
them from falling down, but no 
restoration is possible." That is an 
extreme view, the view of John 
Ruskin and William Morris. I do 
not think many people would do 
that. People have opposed, even, 
cleaning pictures on those 
grounds; you cannot do that. 
Washing buildings in Britain 
brings about the most violent ar
gument. In my own college, there 
are people who, to this day, will 
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not speak to each other because of 
the fisht we had over whether our 
buildmg should be cleaned or not. 
There Will never be one single 
J'Oint of view, but I think the one 
thing that we have in common in 
this group is a real sense of the 
importance and the urgency and 
the difficulty of doing something 
we believe to be of major value 
for, if you like, humanity. That is, 
saving its past because of the 
importance of that past both to 
the !'resent and to the future. 
Whether that is a summing up or 
not, I do not know, but I do not 
think I can do any better. 

BLAIR RUBLE: I am not sure that 
anyone can do any better, but we 
will see how Bill does. 

WILLIAM BRUMFIELD: We are at 
a time of crisis, not only in Russia. 
A promised new world order has 
proven to be anything but that. 
This century has seen aestruction 
and devastation on an unprece
dented level, including various 
forms of ethnic and~ cultural 
cleansing. The fact that architec
ture is often the symbol and target 
of those actions has again been 
made clear to us by the events in 
Yugoslavia and by the shattered 
briage at Mostar and many other 
destroyed churches, holy places, 
residences, entire towns, mdeed 
the landscape itself. We live so 
close to the edge. Fortunately in 
Russia, there is still a great deal of 
hope and reason for nope, for re
generation and for the preserva
tion of a cultural heritage. 

I would like to point to three spe
cific areas that I think have not 
been covered in our discussions. It 
will be very brief and rather lim
ited in scope, but however mod
est, they, too, are a part of the 
general business of cultural heri
tage and preservation. The first 
has to do with documentation. I 
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have spent or have been involved, 
over half my life in the study of 
Russian culture. My first trip 
there was made alrri.ost twenty
five years ago. I have lived there 
for a total of more than three 
years. In the course of my work as 
a photographer, I have been able 
to document and record many of 
the splendid monuments. I use 
splendid not only in the sense of 
luxurious, but also inspiring 
monuments of Russian culture. I 
am happy to say that the results of 
that work are now preserved as 
the first major archive devoted to 
Russian architecture outside of 
Russia itself, at the National Gal
lery of Art in Washington. We 
must continue the work of record
ing the condition, whatever that 
condition may be, of Russian 
monuments. As many of you 
know, our Russian colleagues, the 
situation in that respect now is, 
for obvious economic reasons, not 
good. The Shusiv Museum of 
Architecture is in a desperate situ
ation, as are many oilier archives 
and historical museums. Some
how their problems must be 
solved if the necessary work of 
documentation and study is to 
continue. 

The second point, which photog
raphy leads me to, is for educa
tion on all levels: in the schools, in 
public, in means of mass informa
tion, photography, and, as we saw 
last night in the beautiful docu
mentary film of Feliks Razu
movskii on television. Getting the 
image to the public can some
times be the most effective way of 
arousing public concern about the 
destruction or preservation of 
monuments. 

Thirdly, I would like to speak 
about education on a more profes
sional level. It is, I am sure, no 
news to our Russian colleagues 
that the situation with scientific 



workers is extremely serious. In
flation has stripped many people, 
who have worked honestly over 
many years, of the ability to sus
tain for themselves and their 
families a normal existence. These 
problems have to be addressed. 
Furthermore in education, institu
tions can no longer support 
graduate students, technicians, 
people who want to devote their 
lives to preservation and study of 
monuments of a cultural heritage. 
These problems must also be re
solved. We must have specialists 
who can record and analyze from 
all points of view-historical, 
cultural, social, technical-the 
monuments that are a part of the 
cultural heritage. 

I hope that as the situation in Rus
sia takes its course as a part of the 
normal development of society, 
once again we will see proper 
support for educational institu
tions, for museums, for scholarly 
journals and publications, and for 
the training of people who know 
what monuments are from an art
historical point of view. If these 
obvious iliings do not occur, then 
everything we have discussed to
day will be without purpose or 
foundation. 

I just wanted to make those few 
modest comments and alert par
ticularly our western colleagues, 
to the often desperate situations 
which now exist in most institu
tions that preserve monuments of 
cultural heritage and train new 
generations to preserve them. 
They deserve our support by any 
means possible. 

ALEKSANDR VYSOKOVSKII: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this 
opportunity to say some words 
ending our final discussion. I 
would like to add something to 
that right and good conclusion to 
which Mr. French has come. The 

most important level in solving 
these problems is the local level. l 
would like to add that a less im
portant level is the federal level. 
We cannot hope only that the state 
agencies will help us. I would 
even like to stress that earlier, I 
never believed in our regime. I 
have never trusted them before 
and I do not trust them now. In 
principle, I do not trust the high 
echelons of power, including the 
church. I can present a couple of 
arguments in support of my state
ment. For example, yesterday Fe
liks showed a good video film of 
the problem of restitution, or of 
passmg back or not passing back 
the icon of Vladimir to the church. 
I would like to stress that the 
problem was discussed only at 
the highest level. The eparchy was 
represented by one of the highest 
representatives. It looked simi
larly on the scientific side. What 
could we see there? Really, they 
do not want to discuss that prob
lem. They do not really make an 
argument. They are not interested 
in solving that problem. They do 
not want to reach an agreement. 
Today we listened to a very inter
esting story by Mrs. Vasil' eva say
ing that at the local level the same 
problem is being solved in a more 
humane and normal way. 

A different example from our dis
cussion-an attempt to restore the 
building by the money allocated 
on the federal level, or any higher 
level of the hierarchy, normally 
leads either to just a collapse of 
our hopes or to even worse re
sults. When the Novgorod Museum 
asked the Ministry to provide the 
money for the restoration of the 
wall, the result was that they allo
cated the money but they gave it 
not to the museum but to some 
building institution that is under 
the Ministry. They are not inter
ested in the best way to restore the 
wall, but they have their own 
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commercial interests which are 
more important for them. 

Why does the Ministry have the 
patience to allow such a building 
company to do what it likes? Is it 
just the way the ministries work? 
Similarl)r, Father Georgii could not 
get a pail of paint. I am quite sure 
his friends could paint this church 
right away if they only had that 
pail of paint. 

I am not going to go on too much, 
but I am convinced that toda)r, 
and at least today in Russia, there 
is no hope and no faith in the 
state. The state agencies are the 
forces that could really save the 
monuments. Two conclusions should 
be drawn for all of those present 
here today. The first, for our west
em colleagues who are present 
here, I think they have learned 
quite a lot from us. I am able to 
work with our state's agencies 
and they know from their own ex
perience how successful coopera
tion with a federal government is. 
We heard from Mr. Kowalski, too. 
So, if western colleagues want to 
go on working with some Russian 
or any other post-utilitarian re
gimes, there are many reasons 
why we should cooperate, to mu
tual benefit. You should under
stand quite perfectly what you are 
going to do in the post-utilitarian 
regime if you operate only with 
concrete people or concrete sub
jects, some concrete institution, a 
group of people or a certain pro
ject liehina which you would lind 
some concrete people. Only then 
can you achieve some success. If 
you go alon~ the federal struc
tures and, gomg from top to bot
tom, if you want to reach some 
concrete people, you will fail. 
Quite an obvious conclusion has 
to do with several joint projects. 
Our foreign friends seem to un
derstand it all quite well, but they 
still deal with tfie higher levels. 
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Another conclusion is that we 
have talked about everything, but 
not about an important fragment 
of a monument's importance, the 
economic value of the monument. 
That economic value is also an ob
ject of a wide conflict. We always 
talk about the spiritual value of a 
monument, but we never say, 
although we should, that people 
who possess monuments are very 
rich people. They have big mate
rial and financial resources in the 
value of this monument and that 
financial value of the monument 
should be turned into money 
which can be used for restoration 
and for preservation of that 
monument. For that we should 
leave all of the allusions. First of 
all, the illusion connected with 
some hopes that state and state 
agencies can helf in preservation 
and protection o that monument. 
That is the most important. I shed 
the allusion that you can be a true 
scientist working at a national, 
state institution the same way that 
you should shed all of the allu
sions conce~s cool?~ration with 
state agencres m rrusmg money 
for the restoration of th.e monu
ments. There are thousands of 
ways to raise them, but you must 
have a perfectly clear view of 
where you should look for the 
money. This is the major purpose 
of your activity. There is a shift of 
interests. What you have been 
saying is quite obvious for you 
but it is not so obvious for us or 
for the former Soviet civil worker. 

Our discussion shows, neverthe
less, that we have good prospects. 
The prospects are good because 
gaining experience is moving 
from one mistake to another. We 
are getting quite an enriching 
bank of positive experience. No 
matter how distressmg the situ
ation is for the people who say, 
"We belong to a state-run institu-



tion. We don't know where to go." 
We should say, "We're a state in
stitution. We are responsible for a 
great value," and go to some 
other places, offering this value 
and money on it, to spend this 
money for preservation of this 
monument. 

BLAIR RUBLE: The Nobel Laure
ate, Czeslaw Milosz, begins a 
chapter in his book, The Captive 
Mind, with a question. The ques
tion is: why are Americans so stu
pid? He concludes that Americans 
are not stupid; we are fortunate. 
We are fortunate not to have had a 
number of experiences which 
Europeans have had. A British 
friena of mine, Alex Pravda, 
teaches at Oxford University, but 
he spent a year teaching in Michi
gan. I asked him how he liked 
America and he said it was so 
charming. Charming is not an ad
jective I normally associate with 
America. We're dynamic. We're 
energetic, innovative, but not 
"charming". So I asked him why 
he thought we were charming 
and he said, "It's so charming 
how Americans really believe in 
their system." 

When I am at meetings like this I 
frequently have the feeling that 
my American colleagues speak 
from the heart with Charm and 
with good intention and my Rus
sian colleagues listen with. great 
skepticism; skepticism because 
they know very well that America 
is not Russia. Nearly all of my 
American colleagues at this meet
ing here emphasized local activ
ism and I am sure for many of my 
Russian colleagues this sounds 
somewhat naive. It is true that we 
have not always faced some of the 
opponents you face. When Rich
ard Longstreth was involved in 
demonstrations outside of the 
United States Congress, he none
theless faced considerable opposi-

tion and power. When someone 
takes on a major American or 
international corporation to pro
tect a building, this doesn't take 
the same kind of courage that it 
takes to face down an obkom in 
Russia, but it takes courage none
theless. 

I hope, as I look to the 
Russian future, that my Russian 
friends have an opportunity to be
come as stupid as my American 
colleagues. r hope that you will 
not forget the lesson of local ac
tivism, which I think is a lesson of 
the American experience. And I 
hope that you will not be shy and 
remember the image of people 
like Richard taking their protests 
to the halls of Congress. 

LEONID RAPUTOV: The analysis 
of Mr. Brumfield of today's situ
ation, for which I thank him very 
much, made me willing to say 
that William found the most im
portant point in today's problem. 
William is a person who knows 
Russia very well. He saw spiritu
alized monuments created by 
people who were not looking for 
any income or profit making them 
and never in Russia. The Cult of 
money was not higher than the 
cult of culture. 

As for the present-day situation, I 
could provide one more fact to 
corroborate what he has said. The 
chair of the history of architecture 
and city plannin~ in our largest 
institute of architecture has no 
graduate students. Other educa
tional institutions don't have 
them either. When the older gen
eration goes, the continuity Will 
go, too. That is why it is so impor
tant to address the problem of 
architectural education. To raise 
the cultural level is one of the 
most urgent problems. Maybe if 
the Kennan Institute could help 
us to organize another conference, 
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this would be a good topic for 
one. 

TAT'IANA VASIL'EVA: I also 
would like to make a conclusion 
to show an example of a positive 
balance of ideas, also in Novgorod. 
The Hanseatic Council reached 
that local level which we have 
talked so much about. The Hanse
atic Council contacted the city ad
ministration and now, today, the 
problem of funding for a very im
portant temple in Novgorod is 
solved. That problem is solved 
right now. So if my foreign col
leagues will find a way and will 
have a wish to help us, always 
address the local level. 

RICHARD LONGSTRETH: I think 
that as our chairman said, we 
have not achieved the goal which 
was put forward by Mr. Ruble, to 
find some concrete solutions for 
Novgorod. The most concrete was 
Mr. Meyer's idea of acting 
through the European Council. So 
if we ask a concrete question, 
what the Novgorod Museum 
should do tomorrow, that would 
be the most realistic way and path 
for them. That is the only thing 
they can do at the public level to 
address such an authoritative unit 
as the European Council. What, 
and how, should they do it? What 
should the European Council rec
ommend to them? 

There should be two recommen
dations from the European Coun
cil. First, as Mr. Vysokovskii and 
Mr. Shchenkov said, transfer to 
the museum the function of de
ciding who would be the contrac
tor; that helps to solve the 
problem of money. It will just be a 
fitting place for the mafia if the 
museum will give the right to de
cide who will do it and now. The 
second recommendation is the 
one from Mr. Stubbs, to offer sev
eral different versions of the pro-
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ject; only through variation and 
through competition can you 
really do away with the bad one. 

In conclusion, I would like to offer 
you one more example. Ameri
cans are not dull and not stupid. 
The major of the town of Balti
more invented a very good way 
of getting the money for paving 
the key. He appeared on ilie local 
tv and said, '1£verybody wants to 
have his name on the bricks pav
ing the key side, come to me and I 
will sell you one brick for fifty 
dollars." So he did. You can do the 
same thing in Novgorod. It would 
be a good way of helping from 
Amenca on the level of know
how to Novgorod. Sell your 
bricks and put the names of the 
donors on tfiem. 

FELIKS RAZUMOVSKII: I want to 
make a short remark regarding 
the conclusions which were pre
sented here. First of all, I can sign 
under each word of Mr. Vysok
ovskii, I have never had any allu
sions about any high levels of 
power in protecting heritage, but 
the analysis which was done here 
by Mr. Ruble is also very close to 
my opinion. Of course, the state in 
Russia has compromised itself so 
much by this time. But Russia is 
not America and there is practi
cally no civil society in Russia 
with the exceptions of Moscow 
and St. Petersourg. In Russia, not 
only the heritage protection law, 
but even traffic laws are not ob
served. A small example from my 
practice: when the new project of 
creating on our national tv, for the 
first time during the Soviet time, 
an historical and arts program 
was adopted, it became dear that 
there were no money for that pro
gram. The State Committee on TV 
and Radio invited the biggest 
bankers of the commercial banks 
of Moscow and offered to them a 
whole list of non-commercial pro-



grams which were ready for fi
nancing. In the end of one of the 
programs like we saw yesterday; 
you could see the name of 
Credibank. This bank, which is 
now one of the ten biggest com
mercial banks of the country, sup
ported the program on our tv, to 
which I serve as a manager. I am a 
director of that program. I think 
that in America the word of the 
director of a bank would be 
enough to create a brilliant fund
ing for such a program, but I must 
say that so far we have received 
practically no money from that 
bank. 

Several times I have seen a situ
ation where the given word is not 
observed in the state agencies, but 
during the time that I have 
worked on our tv, I have seen 
such a lack of any business ethics 
on the side of the biggest commer
cial companies in Russia. You say 
you should have contact only 
with non-governmental agencies, 
but that is not true. You should 
find a balance. You should place 
all of your hopes neither with the 
state authorities, nor with the 
commercial ones. Knowing well 
the life of the Russian province, 
not cultural centers such as 
Iaroslavl or Novgorod, but small, 
local centers of small areas, all ac
tivity is on a local basis, public ac
tivity. All of the normal town life 
was destroyed during those sev
enty years. There, if we talk about 
this local policy about which so 
much has been said here, you do 
not have any body to address, un
less you feel like talking to drunk
ards. It is like talking to the 
majority of the population. 

JOHN STUBBS: Just a quick com
ment. Blair Ruble's words re
minded me that a little bit further 
in the book, The Captive Mind, 
from 1955, which I think still 
speaks to us today; the mark of 

great literature. Milosz, who un
derstands political systems East 
and West quite well, captures both 
of them tKrough the metaphor of 
people rowing a raft. In the totali
tarian raft, one leader stands and 
commands all of the rowers to 
row in one direction. They row to
gether, they move swiftly; theL 
move directly toward some goa , 
but Milosz points out that when 
the raft hits a sand bar the entire 
boat shatters and is destroyed. 

In the democratic raft, in the West, 
there is no single leader com
manding everyone to row all at 
once in one direction. There is a 
number of people paddling
some this way, some that way. The 
raft circles, moves around lazily 
and, at times, in no definite direc
tion. But when the democratic raft 
hits a sand bar all that happens is 
that it gets stuck for a while and 
people continue to row and even
tually the raft moves free and con
tinues on its way. 

I think I am very, very happy and 
proud to have been able to partici
pate in a meeting and conierence 
like this where I think so many 
ideas and opinions have been 
raised. We have seen no necessary 
straight forward direction to 
move but we have had a lot of 
possibilities and a lot of good 
ideas, especially this afternoon, 
shared that each of us can return 
to our home countries and possi
bly take some of this advice and 
use it. I am grateful for that. 

Conclusions 

BLAIR RUBLE: I think there is one 
more responsibility I have. Our 
institute was named after George 
Kennan, the elder, a nineteenth 
century writer, but it was founded 
by George Kennan, the younger, 
who is now ninety years old. 
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George Kennan, the younger, is 
known as a very influential aiplo
mat. More than any other individ
ual, he shaped post-World War IT 
American foreign policy, but 
many of you may not realiZe he is 
also a great writer. He is one of the 
best American non-fiction writers 
and he has published his diaries 
in several books. One of the 
books, Sketches from a Life, deals 
with places. He tries to describe 
the sense of place of various cities 
he lived in-Berlin in the 1920s, 
Riga in the 1930s, Moscow in the 
1940s, and, perhaps the best de
scription, Los Angeles in the 
1950s. So I would like to present a 
copy of George Kennan's book, 
Sketches from a Life, to Wojciech 
Kowalski because without him, as 
I said in the beginning, we would 
not be here. 

WOJCIECH KOWALSKI: Once 
again, thank you very much. 
Maybe it was good that I can 
speak as the last speaker. I should 
speak of my impression of this 
meeting. In Poland we used to 
say, "The Communist system is 
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like the Volga River. It flows, 
flows, and will never flow out, 
flow away." But now I think, after 
some statements we listened to 
from our Russian colleagues, that 
there is a certain hope that this 
river will flow away, at least in the 
field of the protection of heritage. 

The second impression. This is 
probably the first conference that I 
have attended, but because I am a 
lawyer, or a political scientist or a 
historian working in the field of 
the history of architecture. I am 
used to talking about norms, 
about provisions, about laws, 
which are rather strict about defi
nitions. For the first time, I can 
take part in the discussion on the 
idea of national heritage, or our 
lovely sense of place. It gave me a 
completely different approach 
and a chance to think about that 
which I normally think of in terms 
of norms and in terms of laws 
from completely another side. 
Maybe I can now better under
stand the sense of heritage and its 
protection. For this I would like to 
thank you very much. 




