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As ths principal Federal agency concerned with historic 

preservation, the National Park Service plays a double role. Its 

primary duty in the field is the preservation and interpretation 

to the public of historic sites under its administration through

out the country. In addition, its assistance and example have 

extended its influence to the preservation activities of other 

governmental bodies and private groups. Hoe the Service attained 

this position and ths policies it has adopted and implemented in 

the course of its preservation mission are the concerns of this 

paper. 

Origins and Legal Framework of the Service's Preservation Mission 

Significant Federal involvement in historic preservation 

began a quarter-century before the agency that would eventually 

assume charge of this activity was created. In 1890, in response 

to the urgings of veterans' groups and others, Congress authorized 

establishment of the Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Military 

Park encompassing ths fields of Civil War battle in Georgia and 

Tennessee. Three other battlefields of the war, Shiloh, Gettys

burg, and Vicksburg, ware likewise acquired and placed under War 

'The Federal Government had previously acquired historic 
properties, notably Arlington House (1954) and Ford's Theatre (1966), 
but these acquisitions and the reservation of Custer Battlefield in 
Montana ware not originally for purposes of preservation, especial
ly in the years Just after ths 1S76 Centennial, the Government fund
ed the erection of monuments on Revolutionary battlefields, but it 
did nothing to preserve the fields themselves. 

1 
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Department administration during the remainder of the decade. By 

1931 20 national military parks and national battlefield sites had 

been set aside, including fields and forts of the French and Indian 

War, the Revolution, and the War of 1812.2 

At first glance the battlefield preservation movement aa 

it came to fruition in the 1890s seems far removed from present 

preservation concerns. We have less interest in battlefields to

days the reputation of things military is at a loe ebb, our cen

tury's wars have been fought on foreign soil, and modern battles 

are seldom staged on compact open terrain susceptible to preserva

tion and interpretation. Our motivations are different too. We 

are unlikely, for example, to argue for preservation in terms of 

its contribution to patriotism, as Supreme Court Justice Rufus W. 

Peckham Justified the Federal condemnation of land for Gettysburg 

National Military Park in 1896.3 

2This figure excludes 10 national monuments proclaimed on 
military reservations to 1925, including the field of a military-
Indian conflict in Montana (Big Hole Battlefield), Castillo de San 
Marcos National Monument in St. Augustine, and Fort Pulaski Nation
al Monument in Savannah. (Ronald F. Lee, Family Tree of the Nation
al Park System [Philadelphia! Eastern National Park and Monument 
Association, 1972], pp. 27-28, 32.) 

3"Such action on the part of Congress [in creating the park] 
touches the heert, and comes home to the imagination of every citi
zen, and greatly tsnda to enhance the love and respect for those 
institutions for which these historic sacrifices were made. The 
greater the love of the citizen for the institutions of his country 
the greater is the dependence properly to be placed upon him for 
their defence in time of necessity, and it is to such men that the 
country must look for its safety." (United States v. Gettysburg 
Electric Railway Company, 160 U.S. 68275 
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Yet precedents were set in battlsfield prsssrvation that 

would prova mora broadly applicable later. Congress made national 

significanca the criterion for Federal action and firat authorized 

the acquisition of private property for the sake of preservation. 

In seeking to maintain the battlefields as near as possible to 

their historic appearance* the war Department continued farmhouses 

and fields in occupation and agricultural use* purchasing than 

from owners and leasing them back with preservation restrictions.4 

The hundreds of State and regimental monuments that ware erected 

ware conspicuous exceptions to the policy of keeping the battle

fields in their original condition. In addition to their commemo

rative function* however* the monuments were to serve a utilitarian 

purpose in marking troop positions to facilitate professional mili

tary study. By congressional enactment, the military parks also 

became "national fields for military maneuvers for the Regular 

Army of the United States and the National Guard of the States."5 

In this way the historic battlefields were made to serve contempo

rary needs—a preservation concept later applied in other contexts. 

Finally* insofar as the first national military parks were systemat

ically chosen to commemorate the different Union and Confederate 

armies involved at each, they illustrated the kind of rational 

4Ronald F. Use* The Origin and Evolution of the National 
Military Park Idea (washingtonI National Park Service, 1973), 
pp. 29* 36. 

5Ibid., p. 35. 
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approach to the selection of historic sitae that the National Park 

Service would advocate on a broader scale. 

At the same time that interest was developing in battle

field preservation, anthropologists and other scientists in the 

American Association for the Advancement of Science, the Archaeo

logical Institute of America, and similar societies were turning 

their attention to the Nation's prehistoric Indian ruins and sitae, 

particularly those on public lands in the Southwest. In 1889 a 

group of prominent Massachusetts citizens prevailed upon Congress 

to authorize tha repair of Cass Grande Ruin in Arizona and the 

reservation of its land from settlement and sals. President Ben

jamin Harrison sat aside 400 acres containing tha ruin in 1892, 

thereby creating the first Federal sits to be preserved for its 

archsological value.* 

Mora action was needed to protect the numerous other pre

historic remains from vandalism and destruction at the hands of 

settlers, sightseers, and artifact hunters. In 1906, following 

intensive efforts by the American Anthropological Association, 

Congress enacted the first Federal expression of a general preser

vation policy, that is, legislation concerned with mors than a par

ticular site. Under tha Antiquities Act the President could "de

clare by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic and pre

historic structures, and other objects of historic or scientific 

6Ronald F. Lee, The Antiquities Act of 1906 (washingtoni 
National Park Service, 1970), pp. 18-20. 
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intsrast that ara situatad upon tha lands owned or controlled by 

tha Government of tha United States to be national monuments, and 

. . . reserve as a part tharaof parcels of land, the limits of which 

in all cases shall be confined to tha smallsst arsa compatibla aith 

tha proper cars and management of tha objects to be protected." 

The Secretaries of the Intarior, Agriculture, and war were author

ized to permit recognized scientific and educational institutions 

to conduct archaological studies and excavations on lands under 

their jurisdictions, and penalties wore set for thoss damaging or 

removing artifacts without permission. 

President Theodora Roosevelt and his successors used the 

Antiquities Act to reserve a much aider range of properties than 

its early proponents had envisioned. Of the 89 national monuments 

proclaimed by 1969, 51 sere essentially geological or significant 

in other fields of natural science, Many of the rest were not "an

tiquities" of prehistoric man but instead were colonial and 19th 

century forts and other structures like tha Castillo da San Marcos 

at St. Augustine, Fort Pulaski in Savannah, Fort Laramie in Wyoming, 

and tha Chesapeake and Ohio Canal in tha District of Columbia and 

Maryland. 

In 1916 Congresa established the National Park Service, a 

nam bureau in tha Intarior Department to aasuaa responsibility for 

734 Stat. 225j Lea, Antiquities Act, pp. 47-77. 

8Lae, Antiquities Act, pp. 94-96. The tare "national monu
ment" aaa also applied to 23 historical and natural parks author
ized by Individual acts of Congress between 1930 and 1969. 
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tha national parks and those national monuments proclaimed on In

terior lands. The Service was to administer these properties in 

accordance eith tha dual purpose defined in the act: "to conserve 

tha scenery and tha natural and historic objects and the wild life 

therein and to provide for tha enjoyment of the same in such man

ner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoy

ment of future generations."' For tha first time tha Federal Gov

ernment had an agency specifically concerned with tha preservation 

of historic sites and buildings—an essential step toward the de

velopment of a coherent Federal preservation policy. 

In tha early 1930s the Service helped bring about tha es

tablishment of George Washington Birthplace National Monument and 

Colonial National Monument (including Jamestown and Yorktoan) in 

Virginia and Morristown National Historical Park in New Jersey. 

With these areas under its administration, the Service expanded 

bayond its previous focus on Western archsological sites and became 

mora truly national in its preservation interests. Its position 

as the Federal historic sites sgency wae confirmed in the Execu

tive Branch reorganization of 1933, whan it acquired control of 

57 historical monumenta previously under Agriculture and War De

partment administration and tha many historical properties in the 

National Capital Parks system. Before thia transfer tha natural 

areas of tha National Park System far outnumbered tha historical 

939 Stat. 535. 
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areas) now the Syatea contained 77 h i s t o r i c a l areas (not counting 

the National Capita l Parks) as compared to 58 natural p a r k s . 1 0 

The important H is tor ic Sites Act of 1935 followed l o g i c a l 

ly from these developments. In November 1933 major Gist B l a i r , 

owner of B la i r House, v is i ted President Franklin D. Roosevelt to 

discuss his in te res t i n the preservation of h is tor ic s i tes and 

bui ld ings. " I s h a l l be gra te fu l i f you w i l l give consideration to 

soma kind of plan which would coordinate the broad re lat ionship of 

the Federal government to State and local in te res t i n the mainte

nance of h is to r ic sources and places throughout the country," Roo

sevelt wrote B la i r a f t e r the i r meeting. " I am struck with the fact 

that there i s no d e f i n i t e , broad policy i n th is mat te r . " 1 1 The So

ciety of Colonial wars, a hereditary p a t r i o t i c society to which 

B la i r belonged, found th is subject of general in tsrast and formed 

a committee "to devise ways of securing cooperation among p a t r i o t i c 

soc ie t i es , and of e n l i s t i n g the in teres t and support of State and 

Federal author i t ies i n measures far the preservation of our Coloni

a l and other h i s t o r i c a l buildings and shrines and in measures for 

the appropriate marking of s i tes of h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r e s t . " 1 ? 

10Horace « . A lbr ight , Origins of National Park Servlcs Ad
min is t ra t ion of H is tor ic Sites (Phi ladslphia i Eastern National Park 
and monument Association, 1971)) Lee, Family Tree, p. 35. 

11Copy of l e t t e r in H is tor ic Sites Act f i l e , Divis ion of 
History , National Park Service, Washington, D.C. 

1 2General Society of Colonial Wars, Minutes of the Forty-
Seventh General Council meeting, Apr i l T_, 1934 (Phi ladslphia i 
Off ice of the Secretary General, 1934), pp. 14-15. 
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Influenced by euch expreeaione of purpose. Secretary of the Interior 

Harold L. Ickea asked his solicitor to draft appropriate legislation 

and commissioned a survey of European preservation la* to aid in 

ite preparation. Letters from President Roosevelt to Congress in 

support of the resulting bill reveal that patriotism was still a 

primary Justification for preservationi "The preservation of his

toric sites for the public benefit, together *ith their proper in

terpretation, tends to enhance the respect and love of the citizen 

for the institutions of his country, as mail as strengthen his res

olution to defend unselfishly the hallowed traditions and high 

ideals of America."13 

The Historic Sites Act, approved August 21, 1935,14 declared 

"a national policy to preserve for public use historic sites, build

ings and objects of national significance for the inspiration and 

benefit of the people of the United States." Whereas the Antiqui

ties Act had restricted federal concern to the public domain, the 

new measure gave the Secretary of the Interior, through the National 

13Ickes to Nathan R. flargold, Sept. 23, 1934, Historic Sites 
Act filej Thomas J. Schneider, Report to the Secretary of the Inte
rior on the Preeervation of Historic Sites and' Buildings (-ashing-
tont Department of the Interior, 1935)» U.S. Congress, House, Pres
ervation p_f Historic American Sites, Buildings, Objects, and Antiq
uities of National Significance. H. Rept. B48 Io Accompany H.R. 
6670, 74th Cong., 1st Seas., 1935, p. 2| U.S. Congress, Senate, 
Preservation of Historic American Sites. 3ulldlnga, Objects, end 
Antiquities of National Significance, S. Rept. 828 To Accompany 
S. 2073, 74th Cong., 1st Sese., 1935, p. 2. The Roosevelt letters 
were drafted by Verne E. Chatelain, chief historian of the National 
Park Service (draft copy in Historic Site* Act file). 

1449 Stat. 666. 
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Park Service, broad authority without concern for tha ownership of 

historic properties. Tha Sacratary could "ascura, collate, and 

preserve drawings, plana, photographs, and other data of historic 

and archaeologic sites, buildings, and objects"—an undertaking al

ready begun in 1933 as the Historic American Buildings Survey, in

itially a depression relief program for unemployed architects, 

photographers, and draftsaan. He was te "make a survey of historic 

and archaeologic sitae, buildings, and objects for tha purpose of 

determining which possasa exceptional value as commemorating or il

lustrating tha history of tha United States." This provision au

thorized tha National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings and 

tha latar designation of nationally significant properties outside 

tha National Park System as National Historic Landmarks. Tha Sec-

rotary was allowed to conduct research on particular sites, erect 

tablets to mark or commemorate historic places or events, develop 

an educational program, and "restore, reconstruct, rehabilitate, 

preserve, and maintain" properties of national historical or arche-

ological iaportanca. An important featura of tha act was its estab

lishment of tha Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, 

Buildings, and Monuments, a committee including historians, erche-

ologists, histarlcal architects, and anthropologists that would ad-

visa tha Secretary on historic preservation matters. 

The draft of tha bill prepared by tha National Park Service 

and tha Intarlar soliciters gave tha Secretary of tha Interior broad 

discretionary power ta acquire historic properties or to assist 
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ether governmental or private owners in their preservation. Aa 

passed, the Historic Sites Act prohibited administrative action in 

these areas that would obligate the Treasury without prior congres

sional appropriations for the purpose, float historic sites added 

to the National Park System would therefore require special acts 

of Congress. 5 The Historic Sitae Act was nevertheless Important 

in its fundamental statement af Federal concern for the preservation 

of nationally significant properties, in its authorization of ac

tivities to identify, record, publicize, and make recommendations 

to Congress on properties, and in its guidelines for the adminis

tration of historical parks individually authorized by Congress. 

The act served as a point of reference in numerous later statutes 

dealing with particular sites and in the 1949 act creating the 

National Trust for Historic Preservation, a quasi-public organiza

tion formed to accept historic properties and facilitate public 

involvement in preservation activities. 

The most recent and far-reaching congressional enactment 

15Secretary Ickes and his successors did add 30 areas to 
the System within the next 35 years by designating them National 
Historic Sites. Congress subsequently acted to acquire or other
wise sanction 18 of them by authorizing legislation or appropria
tions, including the homes of the Adams family in Quincy, Massachu
setts, and Owight D. Eisenhower at Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. Moot 
of the others, like San Joss Mission in San Antonio and Gloria Dei 
(Old Swedes') Church in Philadelphia, were the subjects of coopera
tive agreements between the Secretary and their owners that re
quired no Federal expenditures. By comparison, well over twice as 
many historical areas came into the System through congressional 
initiative during the same period. 

1563 Stmt. 927. 
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focuaing apaclflcally on tha praaarvatlon of hiatorlc propartiaa 

17 

la tha National Hiatorlc Praaarvatlon Act of 1966. By noa tha mo-

tivas of praaarvationiata extended beyond tha educational and pa

triotic and Here concerned aith environmental valuea. Laying tha 

groundaork for tha noa legislation, a Spacial Comalttaa on Historic 

Preservation undar tha auaplcaa of tha Unltad Stataa Confaranca of 

Mayors reported in 1966s 

Tha paca of urbanization is accelerating and the threat to 
our environmental heritage is mounting; it will take more than 
the sounding of periodic alarms to stem tha tide. 

Tha United Stataa ia a nation and a people on the move. 
It is in an era of mobility and change. Every year 20 par 
cant of tha population moves from its place of residence. Tha 
result is a feeling of rootlessnese combined aith a longing 
for those landmarks of ths past which give us a sense of sta
bility and belonging. 

If the preservation movement is to ba successful, it must 
go beyond saving bricks and mortar. It must go beyond saving 
occasional historic houses and opening museums. It must ba 
mora than a cult of antiquarians. It must do mora than ravers 
a fas precious national shrines. It must attempt to give a 
sense of orientation to our society, using structures and ob
jects of tha past to establish values of time and place. 

This means a reorientation of outlook and effort in 
several ways. 

first, tha preservation movement must recognize the impor
tance of architecture, design and esthetics as wall as historic 
and cultural values. Those who traasura a building for its 
plaasing appearance or local sentiment do not find it less im
portant because it lacks "proper" historic credentials. 

Second, ths new preservation must look beyond tha individ
ual building and individual landmark and concern itself with 
tha historic and architecturally valued areas and districts 
which contain a special meaning for tha community. A historic 
neighborhood, a fine old street of houses, a village green, a 
colorful marketplace, a courthouse square, an eathatio quality 
of the townscape—all must fall within the concern of tha pres
ervation movement. . . . 

In sua, if we wish to have a future aith greater meaning, 
we must concern ourselves not only with tha historic highlights, 

1780 Stat. 915. 
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but a* must be concerned with the total heritage of the nation 
and all that it worth preserving from our peat as a living 
part of the present.^ 

Wany of the Special Committee's specific recomnentationa 

for Federal action were embodied in the National Historic Preaerva

tion Act* whose preamble declared "that the hiatorical and cultural 

foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a living part of 

our community life and development in order to give a sense of ori

entation to the American people." In contrast to previous Federal 

preservation legislation* the scope of the new act included proper

ties of State and local significance as well aa those of national 

importance. A National Register of Historic Places* initially com

prising the historical areas of the National Park System and the 

National Historic Landmarks, would be expanded to include "dis

tricts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in 

American history, architecture, archeology, and cultura" identified 

and nominated by the States. It would thus become a comprehensive 

nationwide inventory of all such properties deemed worthy of pres

ervation. The act authorized Federal grants to the States for as

sistance in preparing statewide surveys and preservation plans and 

matching grants to the States and the National Trust for preserva

tion projects involving properties on the National Register. And 

it established an Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to 

serve as a high-level forum on preservation concerns. 

18with Heritage Sg_ Rich (New Yorki Random House, 1966), 
pp. 207-08. 
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Particularly significant is Section 106 of the act, •Men 

requires all Federal agencies to consider the effect of their proj

ects upon National Register properties and to enable the Advisory 

Council to revise- and comment upon undertakings found to have ef

fects. Although the Council cannot enjoin harmful Federal proj

ects, the procedures it has established for compliance eith Section 

106 have proved influential in modifying such projects to minimize 

their damage. 

Responsibility for implementing the National Historic 

Preservation Act fall to the National Park Service. The Office of 

Archeology and Historic Preservation, ne«ly created within ths Ser

vice, took charge of the National Register program along with tha 

National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings, the Historic Ameri

can Buildings Survey, the Historic American Engineering Record (es

tablished in 1969), and the Inter-Agency Archaologlcal Salvage Pro

gram. By January 1974 the National Register contained the 178 his

torical parks of the National Park System, 1JD83 National Historic 

Landmarks, and 7,131 properties nominated by the States and by Fed

eral agencies pursuant to Executive Order 11593. The total includ

ed several hundred historic districts, or complexes containing aore 

than one principal structure. The grants program for ths 1974 fis

cal year mas funded by Federal appropriations of $11,500,000, a 

considerable increase over the funding levels of the first years 

but still sell below the total of matching funda available from the 

States. 
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The requirement that Federal activities not heedlessly im

pair historic and cultural resources was reaffirmed in the landmark 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 J 9 This act declares the 

Federal Government responsible for using "all practicable means, 

consistent with other essential considerations of national policy," 

to "assure for all Americans . . . ssthetically and culturally 

pleasing surroundings" and to "preserve important historic, cultural, 

and natural aspects of our national heritage. . . . " In their proj

ect planning agencies must work to see that such "presently unquan-

tified environmental amenities and values may be given appropriate 

consideration in decisionmaking along with economic and technical 

considerations." Prior to any major Federal activity "significantly 

affecting the quality of the human environment," the responsible 

agency must prepare an environmental impact statement reflecting 

the comments of other agencies with "Jurisdiction by law or special 

expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved." In 

reviewing and commenting upon environmental impact statements, the 

National Park Service has sought to insure that historic, architec

tural, and other cultural resources receive full attention. The 

National Environmental Policy Act, like Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act, does not prohibit damage to such resources. 

But by requiring Federal agencies to state the environmental conse

quences ef their proposed actions and identify alternatives, it 

provides strong encouragement for them to curtail adverse impacts. 

1983 Stat. 352. 
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The latest major Federal directive involving the National 

Park Service and historic preservation is Executive Order 11593 of 

Way 13, 1971, "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environ

ment. "2u% Citing the major legislation previously discussed, Presi

dent Nixon ordered Federal agencies te "direct their policies, plans 

and programs in such a way that federally owned sites, structures, 

and objects ef historical, architectural or archaeological signifi

cance are preserved, restored, and maintained for the inspiration 

and benefit of the people. . . ." The National Park Service would 

advise agencies in inventorying and nominating to the National Reg

ister historic properties under their Jurisdictions} prescribe pro

fessional standards for the preservation, rehabilitation, and res

toration of federally owned sites} and act in other ways to help 

the Federal Government set an exemplary preservation standard. One 

result has baen ths Identification of many historic sitae and struc

tures in the Service's natural and recreational parks and their nom

ination to the National Register. 

The Development of Service Preservation Policy 

Ths laws and executive directives mentioned above made 

historic preservation a matter of Federal concern and set the legal 

parameters within which the National Park Service would operate. 

Yet the laws left much for administrative determination. In 

2036 F.R. 8921. 
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implementing tha Historic Sites Act, for example, what factors 

would causa a site or building to possess "national significance"? 

How would tha survey to identify such properties be organized? 

What structures would be preserved, or restored, or reconstructed? 

Under the National Historic Preservation Act, what would be the 

criteria for properties nominated to the National Register? The 

Service's answers to such questions would be as important aa tha 

laws themselves. 

The quality of national significance was—and is—obviously 

subjective. There was no need for debate over places like In

dependence Hall and ffonticsllo, but mors oftsn there would be room 

for disagreement. Clearly, guidelines would be necessary for tha 

National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings to use in studying 

properties; for the Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sitss, 

Buildings, and Monuments to apply in evaluating them and recommend

ing those believed to possess national significance) and for the 

Secretary of the Interior to cits in designating National Historic 

Landmarks and in reporting to the Congress on historical properties 

proposed for addition to the National Park System. The following 

criteria of national significance, prepared by the Service with 

the concurrence of the Advisory Board, ware devised to meet this 

need. 

A. National significance is ascribed to buildings, sitas, objects, 
or districts which possess exceptional value or quality in il
lustrating or interpreting the historical (history and archeol
ogy) heritage of our Nation, euch aat 
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1. Structures or sites at which events occurred that have 
nade a significant contribution to, and are identified 
prominently with, or which outstandingly represent the 
broad cultural, political, economic, military, or social 
history of the Nation, and from which an understanding and 
appreciation of the larger patterns of our American heri
tage may bs gained. 

2. Structures or sites associated importantly with the lives 
of persons nationally significant in the history of the 
United States. 

3. Structures or sites associated significantly with an im
portant event that outstandingly represents some great 
idea or ideal of the American people. 

4. Structures that embody the distinguishing characteristics 
of an architectural type specimen, exceptionally valuable 
for a study of a period, style, or method of construction; 
or a notable structure representing the work of a master 
builder, designer, or architect. 

5. Objects that figured prominently in nationally significant 
events; or that wars prominently associated with nationally 
significant persons; or that outstandingly represent some 
great idea or ideal of the American people; or that embody 
distinguishing characteristics of a type specimen, excep
tionally valuable for a study of a period style or method 
of construction; or that are notable as representations of 
the work of master workers or designers. 

6. Archsological sites that have produced information of major 
scientific importance by revealing nsw cultures, or by shad
ing light upon periods of occupation over large areas of 
the United States. . . . 

7. When preserved or restored as integral parts of the environ
ment, historic buildings not sufficiently significant indi
vidually by reason of historical association or architectur
al merit to warrant recognition may collectively compose a 
"historic district" that is of historical significancs to 
the Nation in commemorating or illustrating a way of life 
in its developing culture. 

B. To possess national significance, a historic or prehistoric 
structure, district, site, or object must possess integrity. 
For a historlo or prehistoric sits, integrity requires original 
location and intangible elements of feeling and association. 
The sita of a structure no longer standing may possess national 
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significance if the person or event associated with the struc
ture was of transcendent historical importance in the Nation's 
history and the association consequential. 

For a historic or prehistoric structure, integrity is a com
posite quality derived from original workmanship, original 
location and intangible elements of feeling and association. 
A structure no longer on the original sits may possess nation
al significance if the person or event associated with it was 
of transcendent importance in the Nation's history and the as
sociation consequential. 

For a historic district, integrity is a composite quality da-
rived from original workmanship, original location, and intan-
gibls elements of feeling and association. 

For a historic object, integrity requires basic original 
workmanship. 

C. Structures or sites which ara primarily of signiflcancs in the 
field of religion or to religious bodies but are not of nation
al importance in other fields of the history of the United 
States, such as political, military, or architectural history, 
will not ba eligible for consideration. 

D. Birthplaces, graves, burials, and cemeteries, as a general 
rule, ara not eligible for consideration and recognition ex
cept in cases of historical figures of transcendent importance. 
Historic sites associated with the actual careers and contri
butions of outstanding historical personages usually are mors 
important than their birthplaces and burial places. 

E. Structures, sites, and objects achieving historical importance 
within the past 50 years will not as a general rule bs consid
ered unless associated with parsons or events of transcendent 
significance.21 

when the National Historic Preservation Act expanded Fed

eral concsrn to include properties of lass than national signifi

cance, new criteria were required to guida the States in their 

surveys and nominations to the National Register of Historic Places. 

21 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Criteria for Parklands (Washington: National Park Service, 1971), 
pp. 13-15. 
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Drawing on its existing criteria, tha National Park Sarvica pre

pared the following guidelines for this purpose. 

The quality of significance in American bistory, architecture, 
archeology, and culture is present in districts, sites, build
ings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of loca
tion, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association, andi 

(A) that are associated with events that have made a signif
icant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or 
(B) that are associated with the lives of persons significant 
in our past; or 
(C) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction, or that represent tha 
work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or 
that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or 
(D) that have yielded, or may ba likely to yield, informa
tion important in prehistory or history. 

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical 
figures, properties owned by religious institutions or used 
for religious purposes, structures that have bean moved from 
their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, 
properties primarily commemorative in nature, and properties 
that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall 
not ba considered eligible for the National Register. However, 
such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of 
districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the 
following categorieai 

(A) a religious property deriving primary significance from 
architectural or artistic distinction or historical impor
tance; or 
(B) a building or structure removed from its original loca
tion but which is significant primarily for architectural 
value, or which is the surviving structure moat importantly 
associated with a historic parson or event; or 
(C) a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstand
ing importance if there is no appropriate site or building 
directly associated with his productive life; or 
(D) a cemetery which derives its primary significance from 
graves of persons of transcendent importance, from age, from 
distinctive design features, or from association with his
toric events; or 
(E) a reconstructed building when accurately executed in a 
suitable environment and presented in a dignified manner as 
part of a restoration master plan, and whan no othar building 
or structure with the same association has survived; or 
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(F) a property primarily commemorative in intent if design, 
age, tradition, or symbolic value haa invested it with ite 
own historical significance; or 
(C) a property achieving significance within tha past 50 
years if it is of exceptional importance.22 

Tha National Historic Preservation Act also required that 

Federal agencies ba given guidance as to what constituted effects, 

within the meaning of Section 106, upon National Register properties. 

Aided by its staff in tha Offica of Archeology and Historic Preser

vation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation adopted the 

following Criteria for Effect. 

A federally financed or licensed undertaking shall ba consid
ered to have an effect on a National Register listing (dis
tricts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects, including 
their settings) whan any condition of tha undertaking creates 
a change in tha quality of tha historical, architectural, ar-
cheologlcal, or cultural character that qualified the property 
under the National Register criteria for listing in the Nation
al Register. Generally, adverse effect occurs in conditions 
which include, but ars not limited tot 

1. Destruction or alteration of all or part of a property. 
2. Isolation from, or alteration of, its surrounding 

environment. 
3. Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements 

that are out of character with the property end its 
setting.23 

It is significant that these criteria go well beyond tha obvious 

ill affects of demolition and physical encroachment directly upon 

a property. Projects like airports and highways that may not phys

ically intrude upon a National Register site are nevertheless cov

ered if they produce aural or other atmospheric intrusions 

22U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
The National Register of Historic Places (leafletj washingtoni 
National Park Service, 1971). 

23lbid. In January 1974 the Advisory Council added two con
ditional disposal of a Federal property without adequate preserva
tion restrictions and neglect of a property leading to deterioration. 
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Incompatible with it. 

The magnitude of the undertaking faced by the Service in 

its National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings meant that 

some system must be developed for classifying historic properties, 

for purposes of both identification and evaluation. The thematic 

classification system adopted has been traced to a 1929 report by 

Clark Wisaler, a prominent anthropologisti 

In visa of the importance and the great opportunity for 
appreciation of the nature and meaning of history as repre
sented in our National Parks and Monuments, it is recommend
ed that the National Parka and Monuments containing, primarily, 
archeological and historical materials should be selected to 
serve aa indices of periods in the historical sequence of hu
man life in America. At each such monument the particular 
event represented should be viewed in its immediate histori
cal perspective. . . . 

Further, a selection should be made of a number of exist
ing monuments which in their totality may, aa points of refer
ence, define the general outline of man's career on this 
continent.2* 

At the second meeting of the Advisory Board on National 

Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments in May 1936, a 

statement presented by Verne E. Chatelain, chief historian of the 

National Park Service, was adopted that incorporated the idea of 

site identification by historical themet 

The general criterion in selecting areas administered by 
the Department of the Interior through the National Park Ser
vice whether natural or historic, is that they shall be out
standing examples in their respective classes. . . . 

It is desirable in ascertaining the standards for selecting 

2*U.S. Department of the Interior, Reports with Recommenda
tions from the Committee on Study of Educational Problems in Nation
al Parks, January 9, 1929, and November 27, 1929 (Washington) De
partment of the Interior, n.d.), p. 24) Lee, Family Tree, p. 46. 
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historic sitas, to outline briefly tha stages of American 
progress and then indicate lists of tha possible sites illus
trative of each stags. In tha study of these lists it is ex
pected that attention will be centarad on particular sites 
which, because of their daop historic value, as well as because 
of the fact that they possess important historic remains and 
are generally available, may be said to be the best examples 
in their respective classes.25 

At the same time, tha Service submitted a list of 23 historical 

themes and 12 prehistoric culture groups under which it would clas

sify historic and archeological sitas, such as English Exploration 

and Colonization, The Advance of tha Frontier, Industrial Develop

ment, and Ohio Valley Cultures.26 

This classification scheme was later refined to a total of 

22 themes and was most recently recast in 1970 to comprise nine 

themes end 43 subthemes. The National Survey inventories and eval

uates properties by eubtheme. The current classification structure 

follows. 

1 . THE ORIGINAL INHABITANTS 
a. The Ear l ies t Americans 
b. Native Vil lages and Communities 
c . Indian Meets European 
d. Living Remnant 
e . Native Cultures of the Pacif ic 
f. Aboriginal Technology 

2 . EUROPEAN EXPLORATION AND SETTLEMENT 
a. Spanish 
b . French 

25U.S. Department of the Interior, Advisory Board on Nation
al Parks, Historic Sitas, 3uildinga, and Monuments, Minutes of the 
Second Meeting, May 7-9, 1936 (Office of the Director, National Park 
Service, Washington, O.C.), pp. 4-5. 

26Copy in Minutes of the Fourth Advisory Board Meeting, March 
25-26, 1937, pp. 39-42. 
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c . English 

d. Other 

3. DEVELOPMENT OF THE ENGLISH COLONIES, 1700-1775 

4 . MAJOR AMERICAN WARS 
a . The American Revolution 
b. Tha War of 1812 
c . Tha Mexican War 
d. Tha C iv i l War 
a. Tha Spanish-American War 
f. World War I 
g . World War I I 

5. POLITICAL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS 
a . 1783-1830 
b, 1830-60 
o. 1865-1914 
d. After 1914 
a . Tha American Presidency 

6. WESTWARD EXPANSION, 1763-1898 
a . Creat Explorers of tha West 
b. Tha Fur Trade 
c . M i l i t a r y - I n d i a n Conf l i c t s 
d. Western T r a i l s and Travelers 
e . Tha Mining Frontier 
f. The Farmers ' F ron t ie r 
g . The Cat t lemen 's Empire 

7. AMERICA AT WORK 
a. Agriculture 
b. Commerce and Industry 
c. Science and Invention 
d. Transportation and Communication 
a. Architecture 
f. Engineering 

8. THE CONTEMPLATIVE SOCIETY 
a. Literature, Drama, and Music 
b. Painting and Sculpture 
c. Education 
d. Intellectual Currants 

9. SOCIETY AND SOCIAL CONSCIENCE 
a. American Ways of Life 
b. Social and Humanitarian Movements 
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c. environmental Conservation 

d. Recreation in the United States27 

By considering together sites and structures associated with Eng

lish exploration and settlement, for example, it is most likely 

that the best can be identified for Landmark recognition and--if 

additional criterie are met—for possible addition to the National 

Park System. 

It was never intended that all properties found to pos

sess national significance be brought under National Park Service 

administration. Under authority of the Historic Sites Act 

Secretaries of the Interior have designated a number of such 

properties in non-fedaral ownership National Historic Sitssj now 

this titla is reserved for Sarvica properties, with tha Landmark 

program serving to recognize the far greater number in other hands. 

Once a sits has earned Landmark designation, it muat meet tha fur

ther criteria of suitability and feasibility if it is to receive 

tha Interior Department's recommendation for its inclusion in tha 

National Park System. Hare are considered such elements as practi-
23 

cability of preservation and interpretation, availability, and cost. 

Consideration is also given thematic balance, or the extent 

to which a proposed historical park will contribute to the full sto

ry of American development desired to be told in the System. As we 

27U.S.Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Part 
One of the National Park System Plani History (washingtoni National 
Park Service, 1972), pp. vii-viii. 

2BCriterla for Parklands, p. 15. 
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have seen, Chatalain c i ted th i s goal before the Advisory Board as 

a rat ionale for the thematic survey approach. Service Director 

Conrad L. Wirth repeated i t in 1963 when he stated tha need to a c 

quire "nationally s ign i f i cant s i t e s i l l u s t r a t i n g the various aspects 

of American history so that a well-balanced pageant of America in 

terms of i t s s i t e s and buildings can be presented by the federal 

government."" Final ly , the National Park System Plam History 

developed in 1970 ident i f i ed the thematic areas in which the System 

was weak and would require addit ional h i s t o r i c a l parks to 

be "truly representative of our national h e r i t a g e . " 3 0 

The National Park Service used i t s thematic c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

concept in formulating i t s guide l ines for State h i s t o r i c preserva

t ion plans under the National Register program. I t s Historic Pres

ervation Grants-ln-Ald P o l i c i e s and Procedures declares that "the 

program's highest goal i s to stimulate preservation of h i s t o r i c 

properties that together w i l l represent, to the f u l l e s t possible 

extent , every aspect of the Nation's prehistory and h i s tory ." A 

thematic framework, i t s t a t e s , "wil l Insure that a preservation 

program i s planned and implemented to enable as f u l l as possible 

development of a s t a t e ' s patrimony." Suggested c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , 

inspired by those of the National Survey, are as fo l lows . 

2gNational Trust for Historic Preservation and Colonial 
Williamsburg, Histor ic Preservation Today ( C h e r l o t t e s v i l l s i Univer
s i t y Press of Virginia, 1966), p. 142. 

3 0 > . v i i l . 
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a. Aboriginal Americans (prehistoric, historic, arts and 
technology); 

b. Tha Arts (architecture, landscape architecture, town and 
urban planning, drama of stage and screen, music, litera
ture, painting and sculpture, philosophy); 

c. Conservation (man's immediate environment, other natural 
resources); 

d. Education (prominent educators, educational institutions, 
libraries and museums); 

e. Exploration and Settlement (European exploration and col
onies, territorial expansion, oceanic, polar, and space 
exploration); 

f. military Affaire (participation in wars, defense, security, 
military leaders, battles, etc.); 

g. Pollcital Affairs (establishment and administration of 
government, history of political parties, groups, leaders, 
elections, changes, issues, etc.); 

h. Recreation 

i. Science (physical, biological and social sciences); 

J. Society (social and economic structure, immigration, class 
stratigraphy, occupational structure, social and humani
tarian movements, contributions of ethnic, racial and re
ligious groups to national or regional development); 

k. Technology (agriculture, animal husbandry, commerce, fur 
trade, communication, transportation, engineering, indus
try, invention, mining, etc.).3^ 

With its greatly expanded historic preservation role after 

the events culminating in the Historic Sites Act of 1935, the Na

tional Park Service found it nacessary to develop policies for tha 

31 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Historic Preservation Grants-in-Ald Policies and Procedures (Wash
ington! National Park Service, 1973), pp. vli, 5-6. 
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treatment of the many historic sitas and structures with which it 

was to deal. This subject was a major concern of the new Advisory 

Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and monuments. 

At its second meeting Verne Chatelain introduced several elements 

of the problem. One was tha treatment of historic sites with few 

or no physical remains. "If there is any argument for restoration 

[i.e., reconstruction] it is to make an historical situation as 

realistic as possible," he believed. "If we can bring about that 

objectivity by other means than through the restoration of the 

buildings themselves or whatever remains there might be, it is be

lieved that the alternates should be considered." Another matter 

was tha cost of restoring or reconstructing to a given periodt 

"Certainly if at Jamestown Island we were to attempt to restore the 

first Jamestown condition, we must neglect a later Jamestown condi

tion, which is just as important historically." A related consid

eration was the effect of restoration upon physical source materi

als! "Otherwise intelligent people . . . seem not to see that in 

taking steps to affect the restoration of certain historic sites, 

they are making a decision which may mean the destruction of all 

tha record of a certain period of history, irreplaceable in nature 

for all time to come." 

Dr. Fiske Kimball, noted architectural historian and res-

torationist and a member of the Advisory Board, followed with a 

32s)inutea of the Second Advisory Board Westing, Way 7-9, 

1936, pp. 14-18. 
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mors positive view of restoration and reconstruction, mentioning 

Jamestown, where only subsurface foundations remained of the early 

houses, he said! "It is believed that, as far as practical, we 

should rebuild destroyed buildings on important historic sites. 

Even the ruins are mors Interesting, when used in a restoration." 

Or. Alfred V. Kidder, a prominent archeologist, raised the alterna

tive of preserving building foundations as ruins and reconstructing 

the historic buildings on adjacent sites for "museum purposes."33 

In the end a committee consisting of Chatelain, Kimball, 

Kidder, and Waldo G. Island, a historian, was formed to devise an 

Advisory Board policy on "preservation, repair, reatoration and 

reconstruction of historical structures."34 The following state

ment, prepared by Kimball, was accepted at the next Advisory Board 

meeting and was formally adopted by the National Park Service in 

1937. 

The motives governing these activities are several, often 
conflictingi aesthetic, archeological and scientific, and 
educational. Each has its values and its disadvantages. 

Educational motives often suggest complete reconstitution, 
as in their hey-day, of vanished, ruinous or remodelled build
ings and remains. This has oftsn been regarded as requiring 
removal of subsequent additions, and has involved incidental 
destruction of much archeological and historical evidence, as 
well as of aesthetic values arising from age and pictureaguanas8. 

The demands of scholarship for the preservation of every 
vestige of architectural and archeological evidence— desirable 
in itself—might, if rigidly satisfied, leave the monument in 
conditions which give the public little idea of its major 

33lbid., pp. 19-21. 

3*Ibid., p. 23. 
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historical aspect or importance. 
In aesthetic regards, the claims of unity or original form 

or intention, of variety of style in successive periods of 
building and remodelling, and of present beauty of texture and 
weathering may not always be wholly compatible. 

In attempting to reconcile these claims and motives, the 
ultimate guide must be the tact and Judgment of the men in 
charge. Certain observations may, however, be of assistance 
to them« 

(1) No final decision should be taken as to a course of 
action before reasonable efforts to exhaust the archeological 
and documentary evidence as to the form and successive trans
formations of the monument. 

(2) Complete record of such evidence, by drawings, notes 
and transcripts should be kept, and in no case should evidence 
offered by the monument itself be destroyed or covered up be
fore it has been fully recorded. 

(3) It is well to bear in mind the saying: "Better pre
serve than repair, better repair than restore, better restore 
than frelconstruct." 

(4) It is ordinarily better to retain genuine old work of 
several periods, rather than arbitrarily to "restore* the 
whole, by new work, to its aspect at a single period. 

(5) This applies even to work of periods later than those 
now admired, provided their work represents a genuine creative 
effort. 

(6) In no case should our own artistic preferences or pre
judices lead us to modify, on aesthetic grounds, work of a by
gone period representing other artistic tastes. Truth is not 
only stranger than fiction, but more varied and more interest
ing, as wall as mors honest. 

(7) When missing features are to be replaced without suf
ficient evidence as to their own original form, due regard 
should be paid to the factors of period and region in other 
surviving examples of the same time and locality. 

(8) Every reasonable additional care end expense are Justi
fied to approximate in new work the materials, methods and 
quality of old construction, but new work should not be arti
ficially "antiqued" by theatrical means. 

(9)Work on the preservation and restoration of old build
ings requires a slower paca than would be expected in new 
construction.^ 

J54rno 8. Cammerer. (Director, National Park Service), Memo
randum to all Washington Officers and field Officers, May 19, 1937 
(Office of the Director, National Park Service, Washington, D.C.). 
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This Service restoration policy statement served as the 

basis for that which the National Trust for Historic Preservation 

adopted in 1964 and widely distributed thereafter in response to 

governmental and private preservation inquiries.36 

Following the establishment in 1933 of Morristown Nation

al Historical Park, the Service reconstructed several soldiers' 

huts and a field hospital thought to resemble the structures used 

by Washington's army there during the Revolution. There was con

troversy about the extent of this project, presaging the debate 

that would later be waged within the Service about reconstruction. 

At its fourth meeting in march 193? the Advisory Board approved 

Waldo Leland^s resolution for a restoration policy at such sites: 

"The Advisory Board approves the guiding policy of the treatment of 

the iAorristown camp site, in accordance with which the restoration 

of only a very small number of representative structures is attempt

ed, and expresses its opposition to any attempt at complete or 

large-scale restoration of such sites, especially where the build-

ingiof structures is involved." This policy statement wee subse

quently adopted by the Service.3? 

In 1964 Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall formal

ly defined the National Park System as consisting of three categories 

36"A Report on Principles and Guidelines for Historic Pres
ervation in the United States," Historic Preservation Today, pp. 
251-53; National Trust for Historic Preservation and Colonial Wil
liamsburg, Historic Preservation Tomorrow (n.p.i n.p., 1967), 
pp. v-vi. 

37Cammerer memorandum of Play 19, 1937. 
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of areas—natural, historical, and recreational. The National Park 

Service was to formulate separata management policies for each cat

egory.0^ One result was the publication of Administrative Policies 

for Historical Areas of the National Park System. Pertinent por

tions of the Historic Preservation Policy section relating to his

toric structures in the 1973 revision of this publication follow. 

At its historical areas, and St historic properties in 
natural and recreational areas, the National Park Service is 
charged with the responsibility of maintaining, as nearly free 
as possible from non-historic human and natural intrusions, 
the visible remains of the past—sites, structures, and objects 
associated with significant aspects of American history. 
Though views and interpretations of the past change through 
time, the National Park Service insures that the concrete evi
dences of the past are perpetuated as nearly as possible in 
their original form, appearance, and situation, and presented 
objectively to the public. . . . 

Consistent with the congressional policy enunciated in the 
Historic Sites Act of 1935 and the National Historic Preserva
tion Act of 1966, historic resources within the areas of the 
National Park System are classified according to the following 
definitions of significance) 

First, those resources which, in terms of uniqueness, an
tiquity, or historical, architectural, or cultural associations 
as assessed against the criteria of national significance ap
plied in evaluating potential National Historic Landmarks, are 
significant in the presentation and interpretation of the his
tory of the Nation* 

Second, those resources significant primarily in the pre
sentation and interpretation of the history of a region or 
State. 

Third, those resources significant primarily in the presen
tation and interpretation of the history of a community or 
locality. 

38Stewart L. Udall, memorandum to Director, National Park 
Service, July 10, 1964, reproduced in U.S. Department of the Interi
or, National Park Service, Administrative Pollclss for Historical 
Areas of the National Park System ('Jashingtoni National Park Ser
vice, 1973), pp. 89-93. 
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[Treatment Definitions—Historic Structures] 

Preservation. Application of measures designed to sustain • 
the form and extent of a structure essentially as existing when 
the National Park Service assumes responsibility. Preserva
tion aims at halting further deterioration and providing struc
tural safety but does not contemplate significant rebuilding. . . • 

Restoration. The process of accurately recovering, by the 
removal of later work and the replacement of missing original 
work, the form and details of a structure or part of a structure, 
together with its setting, as it appeared at some period in time. 
Restoration includes! 

(a) full restoration—both exterior and interior. 
(b) Partial restoration--exterior, interior, or any partial 
combination. . . . 
(c) Adaptive restoration—all or a portion (facade, for ex
ample) of the exterior restored, with interior adapted to 
modern functional use. Adaptive restoration is the treat
ment for structures that are visually important in the his
toric scene but do not otherwise qualify for exhibition. . . . 
Reconstruction. The process of accurately reproducing by 

new construction the form and details of a vanished structure, 
or part of it, ae it appeared at some period in time. . . . 

[Treatment Policies—Historic Structures] 

Demolition. Written permission of the Director is required 
to authorize the demolition of any structure more than 50 years 
old in any unit of the National Park System. Demolition or ma
jor alteration of any structure less than 50 years old must 
meet the reviaw and concurrence of the Director of the Office 
of Archeology and Historic Preservation. . * . 

List of Classified Structures. Consistent with the legis
lation involving a particular area and the primary purpose of 
the area, all historic structures in areas of the National Park 
System that may be worthy and practicable of preservation 
should be retained for public uee. All such properties should 
be recorded on the List of Classified Structures. 

Preservation. Preservation is the treatment to be consid
ered first. It is often better to retain genuine old work of 
several periods, which may have cultural values in itself, than 
to restore the whole to its aspect at a single period. . . . 

Structures . . . may be preserved on one of the following 
bassst (1) Preservation is the most desirable treatment) (2) 
the significance and interpretive value of the structure do not 
justify the cost of restoration) (3) there are not sufficient 
data to permit accurate restoration) (4) restoration is indi
cated but must, for cost or other reasons, be postponed) (5) 
the structure upon acquisition already possesses the integrity 
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and authenticity required; or (6) the work of a higher treat
ment has been completed, e.g., once restored, a structure is 
then preserved. . . . 

Restoration, when needed to interpret properly the his
torical values of the area, historic structures may be fully 
and exactly restored when they ar8 of the first order of sig
nificance or a vital element of a site or complex of struc
tures of the first order of significance. Fully restored 
structures will usually be maintained for exhibition purposes 
only. Once restored, they should be faithfully preserved in 
form and detail. 

when needed to interpret properly the historical values of 
the area, historic structures of the second and third orders 
of significance are eligible for lesser degress of restoration, 
such as adaptive restoration or partial restoration. Moreover, 
such historic structures should serve living, utilitarian pur
poses, consistent with interpretation of the historical values 
of the area. . . . 

Reconstruction. Reconstruction should be authorized only 
when the following conditions are met; 

(a) All or almost all traces of a structure have dis
appeared and its recreation is essential for public under
standing and appreciation of the historical associations 
for which the park was established. 
(b) Sufficient historical, archeological, and architectu
ral data exist to permit an accurate reproduction. 
(c) The structure can be erected on the original site or 
in a sstting appropriate to the significance of the area, 
as in a pioneer community or living historical arm, whore 
the exact site of structures may not be identifiable 
through research.39 

The restrictive attitutite toward reconstruction was fur

ther reflected in a memorandum of February 21, 1974, signed by 

National Park Service Director Ronald F. Walker; 

Too frequently . . . the treatment of fragile and deteriorating 
original fabric commands lower priority than lesa pressing • 
needs, such as reconstruction of vanished historic structures, 
creation of "typical" buildings reflective of past ways of 
life, or even the upkeep of roads, trails, and other renewable 
facilities. 

Attitudes of both managers and planners must be shaped to 
a continuing awareness and application of the fundamental sta
tutory charge to the National Park Service in its organic act, 

39Pp. 21, 23-25, 27-28. 
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which is that the first responsibility of the Service is to 
preserve. 

The National Park Service has naturally had lees control 

over the treatment of sites and structures not under its adminis

tration. It has attempted some degree of influence through the 

National Historic Landmark program. The Secretary of the Interior 

initially declares a property eligible for designation as a Land

mark; its owner does not receive the bronze plaque and certificate 

actually conveying this honor until he has agreed to maintain those 

qualities for which the property was recognized. An adverse effect 

on a Landmark's integrity can result in revocation of the 

designation.4u> 

The National Register and its grants-in-aid program have 

served as another vehicle for extended Service influence in this 

area. Historic Pr9servatlon Crants-ln Aid Policies and Procedures 

contains a "Treatment of Historic Properties" section closely re

flecting the corresponding portion of Administrative Policies for 

Historical Area3 of the National Park System. Since a far greater 

number of National Register structures are likely to be preserved 

for functional use rather than exhibit purposes, the former publi

cation gives relatively more attention to adaptive restoration. 

Reconstruction projects with Service grants are explicitly . 

4unonticello. one of the Nation's outstanding properties in 
terms of both historical association and architectural importance, 
has long been eligible for Landmark designation. Its owners have 
never accepted, apparently fearing undue Federal interference. The 
great majority of eligible properties have received their plaques 
without such adverse effect. 
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discouraged« "As a general rule, reconstruction should have a low 

priority in competition with projects designed to preserve historic 

resources that remain visually evident." 

Service Preservation Policy in Practice 

The National Park Service's policies for the selection 

and treatment of historic sites and structures, like most policies, 

were formulated as ideals. If followed, they would lead to a sys

tem of nationally significant historical parks "balanced and com

plete in its rspresentation of the Nation's historical heritage."42 

National Historic Landmarks, all of national importance as well, 

would ba maintained by their owners with unimpaired integrity or 

lose their designation. Properties under Service control would 

all receive preservation, restoration, or reconstruction treatment 

in accordance with the best professional standards. The National 

Park Service would be a shining model for other governmental and 

private bodies in historic preservation. 

Not surprisingly, the Service's policy ideals have not al

ways been translated into reality. A number of the national his

torical parks do not meet the national significance criteria, and 

the National Park System is extremely unbalanced in the types of 

historical areas it contains. Not all Landmarks truly possess 

4 1 Pp. 52-59. 

42Natlonal Park System Plan, p. vii. 
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"exceptional value in illustrating and commemorating the history 

of the United States," as their plaques state, and virtually none 

that have suffered unacceptable modification or damage short of 

outright demolition have been "defrocked." The Service has many 

reconstructed buildings that violate its reconstruction criteria— 

even while many more of its original structures stand in urgent 

need of basic preservation measures. And its National Register 

criteria of significance and thematic structure have been imperfect

ly suited to the needs of the States. 

Congress is primarily responsible for the makeup of the 

National Park System. Although the National Park Service fashioned 

and disseminated sound criteria to guide the creation of national 

historical parks, its role in the legislative process by which 

parks are established is only advisory. Congress most often heeds 

the Service's recommendations, but sometimes—in the face of strong 

political or public support for a proposed park of questionable 

quality—it does not. Thus are established such parks as Booker T. 

Washington National Monument in Virginia, devoid of physical remains 

associated with the black educator born there, and Thaddeus Kosciusz-

ko National memorial in Philadelphia, a much-modified boarding house 

wherein the Polish military leader stayed only briefly years after 

his service in the American Revolution. The designation of National 

Historic Landmarks is wholly an administrative function, theoretical

ly guided only by the Judgment of Service historians, architects, 

and archeologists and the professional judgment of consultants and 
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the Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and 

Monuments. Even here, however, members of Congress have occasion

ally worked their wills in obtaining questionable Landmarks within 

their districts. 

It has been noted that the original Interior Department 

draft for the Historic Sites Act of 1935 would have allowed the 

Service to acquire historic sites without congressional legislation 

in each case. "This feature of the bill," Secretary Ickes testified 

before the House committee considering it, "would greatly facilitate 

the work of creating a unified and well-balanced system of histori

cal park areas. . . ."43 When Congress effectively retained control 

over the establishment of parks, however, it insured that political 

interests—e.g., whose district a proposed park was in and who sup

ported it—would outweigh adherence to any rational thematic plan. 

The National Park System, heavily dominated by military and pre

historic Indian sites after the 1933 reorganization, continues very 

uneven in its depiction of American history and culture. Battle

fields, forts, and other military sites still lead the list, fol

lowed by a substantial number of presidential homes and memorials. 

Indiana, colonization, and Western expansion are also reasonably 

wall represented. But the System remains extremely weak in the 

43U.S. Congress, House, Committee on the Public Lands, Pres
ervation of Historic American Sites, Buildings, Objects, and Anti
quities of National Significance, Hearings before the Committee on 
the Public Lands, House of Representatives, on H.R. 6670 and 
H.R. 6734, 74th Cong., 1st Sass., 1935, pp. 4-6. 
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major themes of America at Work, The Contemplative Society, and 

Society and Social Conscience.44 The "well-balanced system" Ickes 

envisioned has not materialized. 

In fairness to Congress, it must be recognized that the 

themes best represented in the National Park System are those for 

which the greatest number of suitable and available sites have 

existed. Then too, the National Park Service seldom recommends 

against acquisition of a nationally significant historical property 

judged suitable and feasible for park development just because it 

falls into one of the well-represented themes. Neither does it 

often initiate park proposals (insofar as it is able to do so) in 

poorly represented thematic areas intended to right the balance. 

In reality, the Service is likely to stress or ignore thematic 

considerations in reporting to Congress on a park bill depending 

upon whether it favors or disapproves acquisition of the site for 

other reasons. 

There are themes, moreover, not readily susceptible to il

lustration or interpretation by means of sites and buildings. This 

is true of The Contemplative Society, for example, which includes 

such elements as literature, music, and intellectual currents. No 

site or structure associated with a musician or philosopher is like

ly to convey the significance of his work. Even if the goal of a 

National Park System "balanced and complete in its representation 

44National Park System Plani sea pages 23-24 above for 
categories within these themes. 
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of the Nation's historical heritage"4^ were actively oursued, it 

could never be fully attained. 

The ideal of thematic balance has been better realized 

in the National Historic Landmark program. Here, where national 

significance is the only criterion, such matters as a site's 

availablity and its interpretation to the public need not be con

sidered, many Landmarks have been designated in themes poorly 

represented in the National Park System. ^ 

To receive Federal grants under the National Register pro

gram States must obtain National Park Service approval of their 

preservation plans, which must be based on a thematic framework 

like that on page 26 above. Although the themes offered in Historic 

Preservation Grants-in-Ajd Policies and Procedures are only sugges

tive, States have complained that such themes are straightjackets 

not readily applicable to their situations and thus productive 

chiefly.of stress. Nevertheless, some device of this sort is needed 

to insure that in a State whose preservation staff is dominated by 

architectural historians (like Rhode Island), history and archeology 

will receive attention as well as architecture; and that where a 

preservation staff is composed largely of archeologists (as in Ari

zona), history and architecture will be properly considered. ' 

45National Park System Plan, p. vii. 

46Ibid., pp. 93-133. 

4 ' U i l l i a m J . Murtagh, Keeper of the National Register, i n t e r 
view, march 1 1 , 1974. 
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In addition to its determining role in the selection of 

historic sites to be administered by the National Park Service, 

Congress has played a lesser role in directing how such sites would 

be treated. Occasionally the legislation itself will state what is 

to be done with particular structures; but congressional influence 

in this area ia more commonly reflected in commitments made to 

individual members of the House or Senate. As a public agency 

maintained by congressional appropriations, the Service compromises 

its policies when political considerations appear to require it. 

The case of Fort Caroline National Memorial in Jackson

ville, Florida, is illustrative. Congress authorized this park in 

1950 to commemorate a ahort-lived French settlement of the 15th 

century. Because the site of Fort Caroline itself had been claimed 

by the St. Johns River long before, the park occupied a spot pre

sumed to be closest to it. There were no physical remains to at

tract the public in significant numbers, and so the congressman in 

whose district the park lay and who had personally donated much to its 

development prevailed upon the Service to reconstruct the fort in 

1963-64. Documentary evidence of the original was inadequate for 

anything but a highly conjectural reconstruction, executed on fill 

land at the riverbank. The present Fort Caroline is so obviously 

synthetic that no one can mistake it for the genuine article—which 

may be its only virtue. 

A current reconstruction project of comparable origin is 

that involving Fort Vancouver National Historic Site in Washington. 
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This park is located in the district of the chairman of the Housa 

subcommittee responsible for National Park Service appropriations. 

When the chairman expressed an interest in rebuilding fort Vancou

ver at an appropriations hearing, the director of the Service had 

good reason to agree. The site of the fort and archeological evi

dence exist in this case, but the reconstruction will still be 

more conjectural than the letter of the Service's reconstruction 

policy allows. 

Congress cannot be blamed for most of the Service's vio

lations of its reconstruction policies, however. There has been 

an increasing tendency by park managers and interpretive planners 

to press for development rather than preservation. This is true 

not only at sites with few original historic remains, like fort 

Carolina, but also at places like Independence National Historical 

Park, where the Service will reconstruct several more buildings 

for the Bicentennial. Park managers often view new physical de

velopment as a means of attracting more visitors, and more visitors 

have traditionally been a justification for additional appropria

tions. The reconstruction of a missing building is far more con

spicuous than preservation measures taken on behalf of an existing 

structure. The interpretive planners, concerned with presenting 

the history and significance of each site to the public, usually 

find their task simpler if the buildings present at the period of 

greatest historical importance can be recreated. Pressures from 

these sources havs led to may reconstructions of qusstionabls accu

racy or necessity. 
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Yet the Service has displayed admirable restraint in the 

face of other proposals to reconstruct buildings or districts. At 

Jamestown, despite Fiske Kimball's Inclination to rebuild, only the 

excavated foundations are exhibited; conjectural paintings serve to 

interpret the houses as they once stood. A similar situation exists 

at Fort Frederica National Monument, site of an 19th century English 

settlement in Georgia, where a model in the visitor center recreates 

the historic appearance of the fort and town as one surveys the ex

posed foundations that remain. At such places "preservation" is 

taken seriously. 

In its restoration of extant structures, the Service norm

ally attempts to return them to their periods of greateat historical 

association. Restoration is not guided by aesthetic considerations; 

"architecture" par sa has played a minimal role in the National Park 

System. The Service has preserved historic sites and structures al

most exclusively because of their associations with important per

sona, events, or activities.4^ Consistent with this purpose it 

restored President Andrew Johnson's home to its appearance at the 

time of Johnson's occupancy; architectural values it might have pos

sessed at an earlier or later period would have won secondary atten

tion at beat. Fortunately, the architectural values of most 

48fjnly one federally owned historical park, Hampton National 
Historic Sits in Maryland, exists primarily for its architectural 
values (see National Park System Plan, p. 57). Congress is 
clearly more ready to authorize and finance parks at which American 
history lssaons can be taught than to patronize aesthetic values in 
this fashion. The concept of promoting patriotism through preser
vation still lives. 
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structures the Service has restored have indeed been secondary to 

the associative values governing their treatment. 

While architecture has taken a back seat to history in 

the National Park System, it has fared better in the National His

toric Landmark program. Properties of primarily architectural or 

aesthetic value comprise one of the largest categories of Landmarks, 

and surveys to identify architectural specimens of national signifi

cance continue. The principal failure of the Landmark program has 

been its inadequate inspection of designated properties to insure 

their continuing integrity. Each of the more than 1,000 Landmarks 

is supposed to be visited every two years by a Service representa

tive qualified to evaluate its condition and advise the owner on 

its preservation. Yet the Service has neither the funds nor the 

professional personnel necessary for the job. 

Architecture may play a still greater role in the National 

Register program, for properties worthy of preservation for aesthe

tic reasons probably exceed those of Stats and local historical sig

nificance in the associative sense. There is now a feeling that the 

Register should be extended even further to include districts with 

special meaning to ethnic or other groups apart from their historical 

or architectural values. This position is expressed in a recent 

task force report sponsored by the Rockefeller Brothers fundi 

We need broadened classifications for historic areas. Present 
criteria for listing in The National Register of Historic Places 
are that the area possess integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and associations and represent 
a significant and distinguishable entity. These criteria dis
criminate against areas with a stylistic mixture, areas that 
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can often support a varied rent structure and provide a re
freshing diversity of uses and people. We urge that urban 
neighborhoods characterized by a mix of uses, a vitality of 
street life, and a physical integrity be recognized on the 
National Register as "conservation areas."*' 

This objective is already being realized in fact by the entry of 

several districts on the National Register (a Chinatown, for exam

ple) that would not qualify on historical or architectural grounds 

alone. William J. Murtagh, Keeper of the National Register, notes 

that the published exceptions to the Register criteria leave much 

room for latitude, and that professional judgment always has the 

final say in placement of an area on the Register by the National 

Park Service. He agrees that new criteria are needed, but in order 

to bring them into line with current practice—practice that is 

more "cultural conservation" than the traditional "historic preser

vation."50 

The National Park Service, despite its internal imperfec

tions in applying preservation policy, has served as the Nation's 

leading disseminator of such policy through the external programs 

it administers. Its funds are never adequate, either to take proper 

care of its own historic structures, to insure proper inspection of 

the National Historic Landmarks, or to meet the requests for match

ing grants from the States. But in addition to making major 

*QWilliam K. Railly, ed., The Use of Landi £ Citizen's Policy 
Guide to Urban Growth (New Yorki Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1973), 
p. 23. 

50m.urtagh interview. 
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contributions in these areas, it has had a significant influence 

in the policy and criteria it has amplified to and through the 

National Trust for Historic Preservation, other governmental units, 

and private groups. The National Historic Preservation Act and 

the resulting grants program have undoubtedly had the greatest 

effect in accelerating this phenomenon. The lure of matching Fed

eral funds has given the States new incentive to allocate their 

own resources for preservation, with striking result in terms of 

the increasing amounts they have earmarked for this purpose in re

cent years. Since their receipt of Federal funds depends upon 

Service approval of their preservation plans, they have been moved 

to follow the Service'e guidelines for preparing such plans. And 

because the Service can approve or disapprove State nominations to 

the National Register, thereby determining to what properties its 

preservation grants may be applied, its role in the States' selec

tion of properties is more than advisory. 

Fortunately for the continued vitality of its leader

ship, the National Park Service is among the severest critics of 

its own preservation efforts. It is now revising again its Ad

ministrative Policies for Historical Areas of the National Park 

System to reflect more closely the internationally accepted 

preservation policies set forth in the Venice Charter of 1964, 

the Quito Standards of 1967, and the UNESCO Recommendations of 

1968. The Venice Charter, for example, asserts that the restora

tion of historic monuments shall cease when conjecture becomes 
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necessary and rules out reconstruction except For anastylosis, 

or the reassembly of existing but dismembered parts. Although 

policital intervention can ba expected to continue, there should 

ba less initiative by the Service itself in violation of these 

principles. Apart from philosophical considerations, the Ser

vice's top management now appears to have recognized the folly 

of reconstructing vanished buildings while the masonry coastal 

fortifications, the canal aqueducts, and many other extant histo

ric structures within the National Park System urgently need 

stabilization work totaling millions of dollars. 

The external preservation programs, something of a 

sideline within the National Park Service, received new defini

tion in the Service's organization in late 1973 when the Office 

of Archeology and Historic Preservation was reconstituted to 

focus solely on these activities. (Previously it was concerned 

with history, archeology, and historic architecture within the 

National Park System as well and was headed by one whose back

ground was primarily "in-house.") This move should enhance the 

responsiveness of the National Register and survey programs to 

the different characteristics and needs of the "non-monumental" 

sites, structures, and districts that predominate outside the 

National Park System. The living historic district, or "conser

vation area," will becoma an increasingly significant component 

in the National Register. 
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The Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation is . 

now preparing a National Historic Preservation Plan for action 

in the years ahead. A major ingredient, of course, must be 

money. The Administration budget for the 1975 fiscal year pro

poses full funding of the grants program of the National Histo

ric Preservation Act for the first time since passage of the 

act; i.e., it requests that Congress appropriate $20,000,000 

for this purpose, the amount authorized in the act as amended. 

Yet this will still be far less than the total amount that the 

States have indicated they can match. Foreseeing vastly in

creased Interior Department receipts from the sale of offshore 

oil leases and other energy developments, 0AHP planners are 

proposing utilization of these funds in a far more extensive 

grants program. If their effort succeeds—and it appears likely 

to—the time is near for a major new advance in the American 

preservation movement. 


