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31 Top:- LoCBJtiioo 6EA, Bottom: Locatioo 62B. 

Appendix B: Photo Survey of Existing Conditions 
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Appendix C: 
Stonework Cost Estimates 

STONE REPAIR: 
IMMEDIATE PHASE- BRACING COST ESTIMATES 

High Priority 

Item Description Priority Work Needed 

IA Blow Out/Comer Collapse High Brace 
3 Wall Bulge High Brace 
7 Blow Out/Wall Collapse High Brace 
9 Comer Bulge High Brace 
12 Comer Collapse High Brace 
13 Wall Settlement High Brace 
15 Wall Bulge High Brace 
20 Comer Bulge High Brace 
25 Wall Bulge High Brace 
53B Broken Lintel High Brace 
54B Broken Lintel High Brace 
55 Wall High Brace 
56 Wall High Brace 
56B/C Wall Bulge High Brace 
57B/C Wall Bulge High Brace 
60B Wall Collapse High Brace 
61A Wall· High Brace 
61B Wall High Brace 
61C Comer Collapse High Brace 
61D Comer Bulge High Brace 
63 . Wall Bulge High Brace 
Parking Area Retaining \Vall High Brace 

High Priority Subtotal 

Appendix C -Page 1 

Cost 

$3)00 
3.300 
3.500 
1~000 

2300 
1.900 

750 
2~600 

900 
1,200 
1200 
1200 
2,100 
2~100 

1~000 

850 
1,200 

450 
650 
650 
450 

2.300 

$34,800 
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STONE REPAIR: 
IMMEDIATE PHASE- BRACING COST ESTIMATES 

Moderate Priorit)' 

Item Description Priority \Vork Needed Cost 

IB Wall Bulge Moderate Brace $1.700 

~I 
6A Wall Bulge Moderate Brace 650 
6B Wall Bulge Moderate Brace 650 
8 Wall Bulge Moderate Brace 1.700 
11 Wall Lean Moderate Brace 4,400 
14 Wall Moderate Brace 650 
16 Collapse Moderate Brace 550 
17A Corner Bulge Moderate Brace 1.100 
22 Wall Moderate Brace 1.450 
22A Corner Bulge Moderate Brace 4.350 
52 A Wall Moderate Brace 650 
52A/B Wall Moderate Brace 650 
53 Wall Moderate Brace 1.250 
54 \Vall Moderate Brace 1.250 
57 A Wall Bulge Moderate Brace 1300 
57B Wall Moderate Brace 650 
57( Wall Moderate Brace 1.200 
58 \Vall Lean Moderate Brace 3.250 

Moderate Priority Subtotal $27,400 

Bracing Grand Total $62,200 
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I 
S]~'ONE REPAIR~ ) 

! 
PHASE ONE- REPAIR/REBUILD BLOWOUT/BULGES COST ESTIMATES 

I 
(See Notes 1 and 2) 

I 
~ 

High Priority 

~- Item Description Priority Work Needed Cost r--
I 

r-' 
High Priority 

IA Blow Out/Comer Bulge High Rebuild $12~000 

3 Wall Bulge High Rebuild L500 
7 Blow Out/\V all Collapse High Rebuild 12~000 

9 Comer Bulge High Rebuild 5.500 
12 Comer Collapse High Rebuild 12.000 
13 Wall Settlement High Rebuild 6.000 
15 Wall Bulge High Rebuild 6.000 

20 Comer Bulge High Rebuild 5.000 

25 Wall Bulge High Rebuild 4.500 

29 Gatei\Vall High Rebuild 3.000 

53B Broken Lintel High Rebuild 4.000 

L 55 Wall High Rebuild 3.500 

56B Lintel Collapse High Rebuild 15,000 

56B/C Wall Bulge High Rebuild 3.000 

57B/C Wall Bulge High Rebuild 2,500 

59 \Vall Collapse High Rebuild 16.500 

59B Comer Collapse High Rebuild 4,000 

60B Wall Collapse High Rebuild 3,500 

61A Wall Collapse High Rebuild 6,000 

61B Wall Collapse High Rebuild 10,000 

61C Comer Collapse High Rebuild 3,500 

61D Comer Bulge High Rebuild 4,500 

63 Wall Bulge High Rebuild 12,000 

Parking Area Retaining \Vall High Rebuild 6,000 

High Priority Subtotal $161,500 
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STON:E REPAm: 
PHASE ONE- REPAIR/REBUILD BLOWOUT/BULGES COST ESTIMATES 
(See Notes 1 and 2) 

Moderate Priority 

Item Description Priority Work Needed Cost 

1B Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild $8~000 

6A Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 1.500 
6B Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 2.000 
8 Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 4.000 
11 Wall Lean Moderate Brace/Rebuild 15~000 

14 Comer Moderate Brace/Rebuild 6~000 

16 Collapse Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3~500 

17A Comer Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 5~000 

21 Wall Collapse Moderate Rebuild 1.000 

f=; 22 Wall Settlement Moderate Brace/Rebuild l ~000 

I 22A Comer Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3~000 

52 A Wall Moderate Brace/Repair 1.500 

52A/B Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3~000 

53 Wall Moderate Brace/R_ebuild 2.000 

54 Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 2~500 

r- 56 \Vall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 4~000 

56C Wall Moderate Rebuild 8~000 
l . 57 A Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3~500 

57B Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3.000 
~.= 57C Wall Collapse Moderate Brace/Rebuild 1~500 (_ 
\ 58 Wall Lean Moderate Brace/Rebuild 12.000 

Moderate Priority Subtotal $91,000 



Appcndi:.; C -Page 5 

1-', 
\ STON]l REPAIR: I 

PHASE ONE- REPAIR/REBUILD BLO\VOUT/BULGES COST ESTI1\1ATES 
(See Notes 1 and 2) 

Low Priority 

Item Description Priority Work Needed Cost 

Low Priority 

2 Coping LmY Repair $1.000 
18 Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 1~000 

24 Wall Low Rebuild 3,000 
33 Wall Low Replace Missing Stone 500 
34 Wall Low Repair 1,000 
37 Wall Settlement Low Rebuild 1,000 
40/41 Wal1 Low Rebuild/Repair 6.500 
42 Wall Collapse Low Repair 1.500 
42A Wall Low Rebuild 2.000 
42B Comer Low Repair 1.000 
43 Wall Low Repair 1.000 
44 Wall Low Rebuild 4.000 
45 Wall Lo\Y Repair 2.500 
45A Comer Low Rebuild 1.000 
46 Wall Low Rebuild 4.000 
47A Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 1.500 
47B Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 2,000 
4R Wall LO\Y Rebuild 5.500 
48A \Vall LO\Y Repair LOOO 
48B Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 3,000 
49 Wall Low Repair 8.000 
49A Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 2.000 
49B Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 2.000 
50 Wall Low Repair 5.500 
52B Wall Low Repair 1.000 
59 A Wall Low Repair 1,000 
60A Wall Low Repair 2,000 
62A Wall Low Rebuild 4,000 
62B Wall Low · Rebuild 5,000 
62C Wall Low Rebuild 4,000 

62D Wall Low Rebuild 3,500 

64 Wall Low Repair 2.500 

Low Priority Subtotal $84,500 

Stone Repair @. Blowouts & Bulges Total $337,000 



I 
I __ 

r----
1 
I 

Notes.: 

2. 

Appcndi:-; C -Page 6 

Cos,ts noled aboYe 00 NOT include bracing. Bracing calculated as a separate 
cost. See Immediate Phase Recommendations schedule for bracing allmYancc 
based on the conditions noted aboYe. 

Costs aboye relate to the stabilization and repair of those specific areas only. 
General restoration repairs of the remaining areas are calculated as a separate cost. 
See Phase Two Recommendations schedule for restoration repair allowance based 
on conditions of stonework at other locations. 
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Appendix J}: 
Restoration/Reconstruction Philosophy Articles 

1. "Reconstruction of Fort Union: A Multi-disciplinary Approach~'' Richard J. Cronenberger 
CRM~ Vol. 15~ No.6 (1992). U.S. Department of the Interior~ National Park Sen·ice. 

2. "Considering ~~nstruction as an Educational Tool,'~ Rodd L. Wheaton 
CRM, Vol. 15~ No. 1 (1992). U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Sen·icc. 

3. "The Case Against Reconstruction,'' Barry Mackintosh 
CRM, Vol. 15, No. 1 (1992). U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Sen'ice. 



(_ 

econ.stru.ction o.f 
rt Union 

Multi -disciplinary 
Approach 

Richard J. Cronenberger 

M
ention the word reconstruction around 
National Park Service cultural resources 
professionals, amd more likelv than not, 
you will hear, "It doesn't work!" And 
while these specialists disagree on the 

desirability, aesthetics, and ethics of the Service under­
taking such projects, park visitors love them. · Rarelv 
does the public question the accuracv of these recon-
structed buildings and sites. · 

While reconstructions are not inappropriate for inter­
preting history, the inherent nature of an incomplete his­
torical record ine\·itablv results in inaccuracies and corn­
promises to the original structures or sites. The National 
Park Service (l\;PS), unfortunate]\', has more than its 
share of such problems-problems further compounded 
by maintenance nightmares. 

Inaccurate reconstructions partly result from the way 
the NP~ conducts business-funding and planning. · 
.\lore otten than not, these span se\·eral years during 
which minimum coordination takes place behveen 
archeologists, historians, historical architects, planners, 
architects, and engineers. Howe,·er, the Fort Union 
reconstruction benefitted from a compressed research, 
design, and construction timetable, a phenomenon that 
resulted in an accurate reconstruction with minimal con­
t1icts between the historical record and contemporarv 
design requirements. · 
Fo~t L'nion was the American Fur Company's principle 

trad1ng post on the upper !\.1issouri Rh·er. An active 
trading center from 1829 to 1865. the elaborate installa­
tion (at least, b\· 19th centun· frontier standards) shel­
tered <1nd t.'ntl'rt.Jined m<1ny. important people of the da\·. 
The measure of the fort's importance to the region is · 
embodied in the extensive historical record-diaries, 
sketches, paintings, articles, letters, and the like. The fort 
was e\·en photographed hYo years before being tom down. 

Extensive historical research, including a Historic 
Structure Report had been done prior to its becoming 
part of the national park system in 1966. The Historic 
Structure Report. however, was primarily a history 
o\·erviev; and did not include archeological or architec­
tural data. 

Then in 19/9, the Rocky l\·1ountain Region produced 
"The Fort L'nion Reconstruction Analysis/' a report to 
Congress recommending a partial reconstruction for 
those fort structures that were adequate!:.· documented 
by archeological excavations, written records, pho­
tographs. dra\\'ings and sketches. The report recom­
n1ended ad.dHitmar hi.5>lho,rical resean:h and archeological 
exca\·aho.m!-ltO c~lJm!pli?·tie ;a con'1p.relh.e:tffi5ii\·e dat.ahwse i-n 
~uppor:t (0li :tt...lb\!f' ~·ni-ct?' s rw.o.r1!5ttlnu~<Ltiion d~e·sig,m eJft\nrtL 

Fort Union Trading Post. Photo by Orville C. Loomer, Aerial PhotographY 
Williston, ND. · ' 

In 1985, reconstruction of Fort union became realitv. 
An election year Congress appropriated the first of {our 
years of funding, thus requiring the politically-driven 
project to be completed as quickly as possible. This 
meant that additional historical research and archeologi­
cal exca\·ations necessary to the project would ha\·e to ._be 
done during the design }-"~hase; c1nd \\'hile the rl'COnstruc­
tion analysis and associated research prm·ided a good 
database, there were many assumptions and decisions 
that needed further studv. 

Although the resulting ·compressed research phase cre­
ated many challenges, it turned out to be a blessing in 
disguise. All the research specialists in\·oh·ed in the pro­
ject had the rare opportunity to work closeh· with each 
other. in contrast to the usual scenario _in which histori­
cal research is completed se\·eral years in advance of 
project design. Because the Fort Cnion project was for­
tunate to ha,·e most of the original reconstruction analv­
sis team a\·ailable for participation in the final design · 
process, "institutional memon·" ensured that initial 
thinking, assumptions, and id-eas were addressed during 
design and that misinterpretation of the historical 
research \\'as minimized. 

The author, though not part of the original 1979 recon­
struction anal~·sis team, sen·ed as primary designer for 

ILtllltlilliCd 011 !7•7\'L' ti.J.J 
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the reconstrudion proiect ar~d brought to it a technical 
pe~spective involving long-tem1 maintenance design cri­
tena that did not jeopardize the fort's historic appear­
ance. Interaction v.·ith the original team worked well in 
verifying or questioning many aspects of the original 
research. 
It was important to involve as many interested and sup­
p~r~g parties as possible in order to keep the project 
WI~ budget and on schedule while reducing long-term 
ma~tenance but still avoiding any compromises in his­
tone accuracy. During the design phase, evervone who 
had an interest in the project, ftom the archeologist to the 
contractor and sub-contractors, was in\·olved. By closelv 
~oordinating with historians, archeologists, curators, · 
mterpreters, park staff, and the contractor, important and 
critical historical information was addressed in a timelY 
manner while not delaying the project. 

\Vhen the 1986 archeological phase began, it soon 
became evident that previous excavations had not been 
·comprehensive. Since these earlier excavations had not 
included the entire fort nor had thev reached down to 
sterile soil, it was uncertain as to what would be found 
and to what extent this new information would affect the 
fort's reconstruction design. The situation offered a 
unique opportunity for the historical architect to work 
closely with the historical archeologist during excavation 
work. 

su:ce only watercolors, sketches, and photographs were 
ava1lable for recreating the fort's design, it was important 
to get as much information as possible to verify type, 
locations, and size of buildings. Therefore, the historical 
archeo' agist v;as given three obiectives bv the historical 
architect: 1) verifying the locations of those structures 
shown on the many historic dra\\'ings and sketches of 
the fort; 2) verifying assumptions made about various 
aspects of the fort's original construction, but which had 
no dear su~1porting documentation; and 3) locatina as 
much historical fabric as possible since as-built dr~")winas 

_,..did not exist. 
0 

\-Vhile designing the buildings, the author noted ques­
tionable reconstruction analvsis desigr. decisions that 
possibly could be verified through ongoing archeological 
exca\·ations. These questions were posed to the histon­
cal archeologist who then would alter the work plan in 
order to deal \·vith the issue. Such interaction worked 
extremely well in resolving se\·eral important issues and 
in averting potential conflicts with the historical record. 
This daily interaction_helped the field archeologist focus 
em research aspects ot the excavations and concentrate 
exca\·ations in those areas that ·would vield the most 
information in support of the design. · 

For example, the only known historical reference to the 
size of the palisade pickets indicated that thev "were 
about 1 foot square." \Vhile numerous dra\\;ings and 
sketches were descriptive, none included dimensions. A 
scale model of the palisade cross-bracing was construct­
ed using 12"square timb€rs. However, the model didn't 
look propa.rtiooaLll:' corre-Li. Then during excavations of 
the nGrrmh f·alJisa\O~ .. t'he \origi?TJ~al p·t?J~de sills, measuring 
3pprmN,llJIDltidiiteuy or·· rG.~Q widttbL \Vt>ff· f,~)!T.Jtlllrll intact on ibh.e ioun­
,ja ti0Til ~i\0lli'Cii~ ... .:_\~kv~:.vmg fG.JIT nninor sh·dnka.ge, trus s•;J~o·.nr:est-. :O'b; 

f.-.1 

e'a about a .iO"-widc timber that appears to be about '·one­
foot wid~.'' Besides. a mor~ acc:urate design, this finding 
resulted m substantial savmgs m material costs. 

While undertaking research related to Fort union, the 
project historian found an 1843 watercolor folded in a 
book. ~o one had seen it before. It \'erified colors of the 
for.t's building materials, general appearance of the 
?uildings, and modifications to the buildings described 
m numerous diaries and journals. The watercolor was 
the key piece of evidence that tied most of the historic 
records together, and would not have been found if the 
original research historian had not been involved with 
the reconstruction project. 

The park staff provided valuable assistance throughout 
the design process. Several were members of the 
Muzzelloaders Association, a group of historic re-enac­
~ors, f~miliar with the history and lifestyles of the fort's 
inhabitants. \Yell acquainted \Vith historic documents, 
books, .and journals about the fort, their participation and 
~nthu~tasm provided valuable interpretive and factual 
mput mto the design. Park employees reviewed plans 
throughout Lite design process, and also were involved 
during the construction phase, providing invaluable his­
torical interpretation to the contractor. 

It is one thing to produce accurate reconstruction docu­
ments, and another to get the project built to reflect the 
aesthetic intent of those dra·wings. It is the contractor 
who pro\·ides one of the most important roles in execut­
ing this aspect of a project. If i.~1c stru ... tures r~nnot be 
built the way the drawings intended them to be built, the 
final result will be less than desired. The contractor's 
ini?~t is critical to controlling costs, and to building an 
efftnent and accurate structure. Working closely on-site 
with stone ~asons, timoer experts, foresters, plasterers, 
and blacksrmths on construction details, techniques, and 
hardware, resulted in the production of a design charac­
terized by efficient fabrication methods that did not com­
promise the historical character of the site. 
It is important to be open to r·abrication and construc­

tion suggestions made by the contractor. A give-and­
take relationship encourages that individual to offer 
valuable suggestions for fulfilling project requirements. 
Fabrication c3n be altered during construction to <1ddress 
long-term maintenance considerations while producing 
better detailing that doesn't compromise final appear­
ance. 

Historic fabrication methods can cause problems and 
confusion with modem contractors. This was overcome 
at Fort Union by providing training to the contractor on 
historic construction methods-historic hardware fabri­
cation and installation. log hewing and fabrication, and 
plaster and ~tOne work. The contractor was encouraged 
to read historical accounts about the fort and to under­
st~nd ~he historical significance of the project. In making 
thts eftort, the contractor realized that this project was 
not just another building. He appreciated the intent of 
the reconstruction and de\·eloped a greater appreciation 
for the construction skills of the original builders. He 
became emotionally inYolved with the proiect. 

Unusual and challenging projects such as the recon­
struction of Fort Union can be highly successful. 
However, no single person or or~anization has all the 
skills or knowledge needed to m:1ke it a success. The his-
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~ortheast Bastion, west and south elevations. Drawing by Richard Cronenberger, Rocky Mountain Region, National Park Service. 
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l--'"" tori cal architect under. .tands the m·erall intent of the pro­
, ject through re:-earch and preparation of the constructio~ 

f , docu1nents. He or she is probably the only person '"'ho 1s 
~ invoh·ed with and understands the total relationship and 

integration of the \\'ealth of historic archeological, and 
fabric information that contributes to the implementation 
of the final design. 
JLis critical that all potential contributing resources be 

in\·ol\'ed during the de~ign and nmstruction phases. 
Coordinating all thi~ can be difficult at times, but the 

final results speak for themseh·es. The Fort Union pro­
ject provides an excellent example of how direct interac­
tion between the historical architect, historian, historical 
archeologist, park staff and contractor can produce a 
more accurate reconstruction. 

Richard J. Cronenberger is the regional historical architect, 
RockY \·fountain Region, C.S. ~ational Park Sen·ice. He WC\~ 
F'roject designer, supen·isor and manager for the Fort Lnicm 
reconstruction. 



It seemed apj.opria~e m th~ NPS' 75th year and for an anniversary program given at Bent's Old Fort, CO, on August 24, 
1991, to ruminate on just how we protect the past, manage the present and invest in the future-specifical1y, to discuss the 
aberrant termed a ~~reconstruction" and the machinations and thought processes we apply when making such 

I -- · was to defend Bent's Old Fort because it is forever under siege as a reconstruction-something \Villi am 
'CIIlfta~m himself with when the fort reigned supreme on the frontier. 

I:JellQZ:JOI~~r Rocky Mountain Regional Director, captured the essence of the issue when he wrote to the park in July 
said that a very important policy question to be settled on reconstructions comes from the conflict 
those who believe that reconstructions, such as the one at Bent's Old Fort, are at cross purposes with 

. preserve invaluable historical resources and those who feel that the interpretive stnry for the visitors 
J.Pch a reconstruqion makes it worth while and compe~tes for the loss of the few original remnants at the 

on and the park called upon Barry Mackintosh, NPS bureau historian, Washington Office, for the case 
and Rodd L. Wheaton, historical architect, who is chief of the Division of Cultural Resources in the NPS 

-~~:>n, Denver, to speak in support of reconstructions. Their remarks follow. 

Considering 
·Reconstruction as an 
Educational Tool 

Rodd L. Wheaton 

The question of reconstruction h:ts always centered 
around the issue of being accurate and authentic, but 

j - \'\'hat has been consistently ignored is that the :\ational 
F Park Sen·ice is challenged to pro\' ide, particularly at our 

historic sites, education in the form of interpretation. 
[:Therefore, it is incumbent on the Sen·ice to prm·ide, as 
~deemed appropriate, reconstructed resources that meet 

.• the interpetath·e needs of the park ,-isih'L not solely tlw 
preser\'ation concerns of cultural resource specialists. 
These works are for the enjoyment of the Yisitor and to 
be instructi\'e of past lifeways and the purpose for a 
park's establishment. Indeed, chief historian Ed Bearss 
recently '"rrote of Fort Union Trading Post after ,·isiting 
the site, that "as an interpetatiYe feature, the 
reconstruction of Fort Union is in a class by itself, a 
masterpiece. What was an important archeological site 
before 1985, has become a world class educational site.'' 

However, reconstructions remain a difficult 
undertaking. First, some sites are so ephemeral and 

~-were so single-purposed that the~· were ,·er~· short li\'ed, 
~which was the storv at Bent's Old Fort and Fort C;1ion 

Trading Post. But since the=--e '"·ere nationall_\· significant 
~~:moments in historY .. we at the :-..:atinal Park Ser:cice oiten 

Miguel Duran, Park Historian, Bent's Old Fort 

hoYt' been gi,·en the challenge tr' reconstruct th,l t 
monwnt. Thot challenge h.:t::-:. and \\·ill Ct'ntl'r .ln1l11ll4 h()\\ 
tL' make temporJry structurt•:-; pcrm.:tnt'nt .:tnd rL'::-:.l ll\ l 
long-range maintenanct• m<1nagenwnt problem~ .1~ \\ L'll 
as be accurate and .:wthentic. 

Second, presen·ation of foundatil'n ruin::' i~ lll1l 

necessarilY the most desirable in term.-:; of ,·isitor 
satisfaction. \'\'hile architects and others c<1n ,·isualizc .1 

three-dimensional structun• fn,m <1 tWl>-dimen:-;ionill 
form, the a\·erage person cannot make the transition ;md 
experience the scale. texture, and continuity. Further. at 
Bent's Old fort the tu!l-size floor pliln on the ground w,l~ 
also so seYereh· eroded that it would haYe to h<"l\'l' beL'Il 
reconstructed to interpret. 

Third, we often do not han:' a choice as tl' whether en 
not to reconstruct. In 197f;, Congress did not a::-k 
"Should we reconstruct Fort Lnion Trading I\,q~"; thl'\ 
asked ''Could we reconstrucC'' The Rock\· \ll>untain 
Region proYided a "Reconstruction Analysis' and s.:tici 
yes we could, but only partially. This has ,,·orked at Fort 
Lnion ,,·here original archeological sites remain within 
the enceinte of the palisade and hearth stones wen.' 
reused as appropriate in recreated spaces. Exca\·atcd 
artifacts also became the basis for museum 
interpretation. Howe,·er, at Bent's Old Fort, tht· 
structure is monolithic and it would ha\·e been 
exceedingly difficult to only partially reconstruct though 
the excaYated artifacts are to be used as part of the 
proposed museum. 

As a fourth consideration, looking at alternati\'es tL' 
reconstruction is also part of this process, but is not 
alwa~·s successfuL Ghost buildings are an interestin~ 
concept. This works at Franklin Court in Philadelphia 
but the Yisitor probably identifies most with the be]0\\. 
grade "Disne~·-esque .. exhibit hall. A ghl1.st k1tchl'n 
behind the Bourgeois House at Fort Lnion is tortunatt'h 
nn\\. hidden within the pahsade wali~ \\·hich m.:1sk it, 
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Gon1s;icll~ Recontrrurtu:m a,s an Educahon<1J Too.! 
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jarrP.ung ird:rus]on. and keeps v]sitors. fronl thinking 1t is a 
picnic pal:-iliort Like other ghost 'buildings, the kitchen 
has scale but lacks texture and has a very transparent 
continuit\'. 

Alternatives, besides interpretating the rn·o­
dimensional foundations, can also include the 
construction of a visitor center with, or without, a large 
scale model. While this is a desirable alternative in any 
case, in our experience this is not a suitable substitute for 
an actual reconstruction for those who are legislating 
funding. A visitor center is not ~ exciting as the replica 
of the real thing and, to date, the Service has made little 
effort to thwart this mind set. In addition, the 
construction of a visitor center on or near the historical 
site can endanger archeological sites such as at Cahokia 
Mounds in Illinois. Conversely, a center too far mvay 
from the site assures that the visitor mav not actuallv . -
visit the resource. 

Fifth, we can consider constructing off site. This 
concept contlicts \;,·ith the 'desire to be accurate and 
authentic. The park visitor has a desire to \Valk on 
hallowed ground; they want to walk the actual site. A 
reconstructed structure in view of the original site 
becomes an ambiguous interpretive story; and a 
reconstructed structure too far remo\·ed loses it:: i~~ '!-;Jet 
and psychologically becomes fiction no matter how 
authentic or accurate. It is also a concern that land forms 
may have been a factor in original site location which 
vvould be lost bv off site reconstruction. 

As a sixth note, an aspect of reconstruction is that \·\'e 
are also providing a tangible means of preserving a 
culture. The reconstruction of Bent's Old Fort has much 
to say about the intluences of Hispanic architecture on 
Anglo traders. The assimilation of cultures is readily 
apparent. The French and Anglo frontiers on the upper 
Missouri are equally revealed at Fort Union Trading 
Post. These cultural traditions, which cannot necessarih· 
be interpretated with a foundation or a detailed dsitor 
center exhibiL are an important part of simply 
e'periencing the story. In addition, the research gleaned 
fnm1 the archeological excavations has benefitted that 
interpretive story. 

In conclusion, in order to insure that reconstructions 
are accurate and authentic, it is irnperatiYe to be just 
that-accurate and authentic. The reconstruction must 
be documented to the dsitor as well as to the cultural 
resource professional. 

This must include the knowns, the assumptions, and 
the unknov;ns. It is the intent at Fort Union to document 
for the future that while the dimensions of the 1851 
· ~\ lU r/seois House are from the archeological 
i1-:\ e~tigations and the facade is from an 1866 

· · · < r, 1"i~ t h~' detailing of the doors and windm,·s are 
":' ,,jJaJI'l'l .a't fort Laramie and the 1865 

i\.di tu1J1Wllilb~ u:Hr. 'U~·.;z.nrt-KoJhurs. Slh:.cHtJJ!d additiorilali 
histori<r.ai!l .u:Jl,C<•ill!lf\e'ii'!,t2llltrion tt1:.mn1 1iJ:f. i."': the- fufture, ~these 
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detail~. \'l;hich are assumvtions, can be corrected L'lf those 
details that were orni tted from the reconstruction as 
unkno·wns can be added. Reconstructions are for the 
visitors and their education about our past national 
historv. It is incumbent on the .:\ational Park Sen·ice to 
consider the best possible t)pportunities for that 
interpretation. 

The Case Against Reconstruction 
(continued from page r·) 

eloquently put it, "the faint shadcl\\' of the genuine often 
makes more intelligent appeal to the imagination than 
the crass and visionary replica.'' 

The third has to do with priorities. \Vith all of the 
research and hand work that goes into them, 
reconstructions are typically Yery expensive. Once built, 
they have to be maintained in perpetuity. Meanwhile, 
the parks contain numerous original historic structures 
that are badly in need of preserYation treatment. How 
can the SerYice justify spending millions to recreate 
yanished structures while so many of the genuine old 
structures it is charged with presen·ing are crumbling? 

When I carne to Washington in 1°70 to work for Chief 
Historian Robert .i\1. lJtle~·, I recei\·ed much \'aluable on­
the-job training in good writing and proper word usage. 
Among the distinctions Bob impressed upon his staff 
was that behveen "accurate" and "authentic." A 
reconstruction, like a modern copy of an old painting, 
could concei\·ablv be accurate. But it could never be 
authentic-the genuine article. To me, and I suspect to 
many others, this distinction is of more than semantic 
importance. 
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The Case Against 
Reconstruction 

Barry Mackintosh 

My personal experience with reconstructions goes 
back to the beginning of my National Park Sen·ice 

career. I began work as a park historian in 1965 at Fort 
Caroline National Memorial, wh.jeh commemorates a 
1564 French settlement that prompted Spain to found St. 
Augustine a year later. Before I arrived, the local 
congressman had prevailed upon the Service to 
reconstruct the earthen fort for the quadricentennial of 
Fort Caroline in 1964. The fort site had been lost to the 
St. Johns River long before, so the replica was executed 
on riprapped fill at the riYer's edge. ~tajor compromises 
were made with what was known about the original: the 
reconstruction was smaller and contained none of the 
buildings that had been present. The difficulty of 

1= maintaining an earthen parapet forced the substitution 
h of cinderblock, which remained \'isible despite efforts to 

culti,·ate a grass}· \'eneer from sod layered between the 
blocks. After hea\'y rains, portions of the sloping 
rampart~ would slump down into the moat. The 
reconstruction was such an obvious fake that no one 
could mistake it for the original-perhaps its only \·irtue. 

I\1y next assignment sent me to Booker T. Washington 
National Monument in Virginia. Because nothing 
remained of the tobacco farm where Washington had 

~ been born in sla\·ery, the Sen·ice had reconstructed his 
~--::- supposed birthploce cabin and a log tobacco bam. Just 

before 1 arri,·ed it was decided to build more structures 
of a "typical" sort and de\·elop a complete living 
historical farm. \\'hile conducting research for this 
project', 1 concluded that \\'ashington had probably not 
been bt1rn L'~T J i \"t'd in the cabin th<1 thad been 
reconstructed. l also became concerned that the 
picturesque log structures and farming activities were 
recei\·ing more attention than \Vashington himself-the 
subject that the park had been established to 
commemorate. 

As might be guessed, I left these assignments with 
negati\'e feelings about reconstructions. Clearly, those at 
Fort Caroline and Booker T. \'Vashington \'iolate the 
criteria that the Sen·ice has de\·eloped for such things. 
Thev are not essential to permit public understanding of 
the ~ultural associations of their parks. They were not 
based on sufficient data to permit reconstruction on 
original sites with minimal conjecture. And the farm 
bwldings at Booker T. \\'ashington flout the present rule 
against "gener.ali.ze.d rerresentations of typical 
str:ucturef." 

At the -s.arr.~e 'J.,u::nll t> 5Jt,1lfi:'ftt" rrecon:SUuc..tions m the national 
park ~_~.·~:tl!.':;r,rc :-~>'t"~" S'k: '·:,\·,rt.·ifi'f. ] frtiinl p·a:rhcularly L't 

.-\ppotna.ttox Court House :\:ational Historical Park 
v.:here the Sen·ice has reconstructed the :\1cLean HL1use 
and the courthouse. The McLean House, site of Lee's 
surrender to Grant, is the \·illage's historical centerpiece. 
The courthouse, its physical centerpiece, was 
reconstructed to house the park's \'isitor Cl:nter. 
obviating a modem intrusion on the historic la~dscape. 
Both reconstructions were based on ample £'Vidence. 

\Vhat helps justify the Appomattox reconstructions, I. 
think, is that they are not stand-alone attractions; rather, 
they fill key gaps in a historic complex, like the Capitol 
and Governor's Palace at Colonial Williamsburg. Most 
of the village's other structures are original, so visitors 
can still feel that they are among authentic historic 
surroundings. Considering the complex as a whole, 
\vhat has been done is not reconstruction but restoration 
(defined in part as the replacement of missing elements). 

But how often is reconstruction trulv "essential to 
permit public understanding of the cultural associations 
of a park established for that purpose,'; as the Sen·ice's 
first reconstruction criterion requires? This test can be 
met only in historical parks so lacking in historical 
ingredients or integrity that no other interpreti\·e 
media-models, diagrams, films, or whatever--can 
serve to convey their stories to the public. No such parks 
should ha\·e been established to begin with, because they 
WC" 1.lld not ~2et th2 requisite level of integrity. 

In reality, some such parks do get established through 
the political process, sometimes with reconstruction in 
mind at the outset. Once the goal of reconstruction is 
accepted, attention turns to \vhether there is sufficient 
historical and archeological evidence to do the job 
accurately. Regardless of ho\'\' complete the record is, a 
good deal of conjecture is usually required to translate 
the outline found on the ground and whatever pictorial 
and written descriptions exist into a full-scale three­
dimensional structure. 

Sometimes sufficient accuracv can be achieved. But 
even when this and the other reconstruction criteria can 
be met, there remain three fundamental argumenb 
against reconstruction in the national park system. 

The first relates to the Sen·ice's role and image as a 
public institution. The Service is basically in the 
preservation business. It is also in the interpretation 
business, but it is supposed to be interpreting original, 
genuine things that it is presen·ing, not its own 
handiwork. People can go elsewhere-to theme parks, 
frontier villages, and Hollywood productions-for re­
creations of history. To the extent that the Service gets 
into the re-creation business, it risks diluting its special 
role as custodian of the authentic. 

The second has to do with how people feelabout and 
interact with historic places. Speaking personally, I 
know that I get more sense of communion with the past 
from a real remnant of a historic structure, even if onh· a 
foundation outline, than from a modern rendition of it. 
As Albert Good, a Sen·ice architect in the 1930s, 
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jarriT:,.g mtnrsi:on and keeps ·visitors fiom thinking it is a 
picnic pa:vihon. Like other ghost buildings, the kitchen 
has scale but lacks texture and has a very transparent 
continuitv. 

Alternatives, besides interpretating the two­
dimensional foundations, can also include the 
construction of a visitor center with, or without, a large 
scale model. While this is a desirable alternative in anv 
case, in our experience thls is not a suitable substitute for 
an actual reconstruction for those who are legislating 
funding. A visitor center is not as exciting as the replica 
of the real thing and, to date, the Service has made little 
effort to thwart this mind set. In addition, the 
construction of a visitor center on or near the historical 
site can endanger archeological sites such as at Cahokia 
Mounds in Illinois. Conversely, a center too far away 
from the site assures that the visitor may not actually 
visit the resource. 

Fifth, \Ve can consider constructing off site. This 
concept conflicts with the 'desire to be accurate and 
authentic. The park visitor has a desire to walk on 
hallowed ground; they want to walk the actual site. A 
reconstructed structure in vie\'\. of the original site 
becomes an ambiguous interpretive story; and a 
reconstructed st:uc!l_~:"!? ~22 far r2moved loses its impact 
and psychologically becomes fiction no matter how 
authentic or accurate. It is also a concern that land forms 
may have been a factor in original site location which 
would be lost bv off site reconstruction. 

As a sixth note, an aspect of reconstruction is that we 
are also providing a tangible means of preserving a 
culture. The reconstruction of Bent's Old Fort has much 
to sav about the influences of Hispanic architecture on 
Angio traders. The assimilation of cultures is readily 
apparent. The French and Anglo frontiers on the upper 
Missouri are equally revealed at Fort Union Trading 
Post. These cultural traditions, which cannot necessarily 
be interpretated with a foundation or a detailed \·isitor 
center exhibit, are an important part of simply 
l''-'periencing the story. In addition, the research gleaned 
fron1 the archeological exca,·ations has benefitted that 
interpretive story. 

In conclusion, in order to insure that reconstructions 
are accurate and authentic, it is imperative to be just 
that-accurate and authentic. The reconstruction must 
be documented to the visitor as well as to the cultural 
resource professional. 

This must include the knowns, the assumptions, and 
the unknowns. It is the intent at Fort Union to document 
ft'r the future that \·vhile the dimensions of the 1851 
· :. ·u r,L:enis House are from the archeological 
'~~, v~ti~ations and the facade is from an 1866 

· · · ~~-r"l~ the detailing of the doors and windows are 
· ... ~_'<3l:m;• at F0rt Laramie and the 186.5 

,,"\.,.ulu uflWJlillL~! J.:t l.J,.rani-K~hrs. Sl1ould additional 
j _ histor.ir-aill..cll0\'f[UIDe'iWt::l'Fro~m~ 1m:rn up in the f11ture, these 
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details '"'hich are assumptions. can be corrected or those 
details that vvere omitted from the reconstruction as 
unknowns can be added. Reconstructions are for the 
,·isitors and their education about our past national 
history. It is incumbent on the National Park Service to 
consider the best possible opportunities for that 
interpretation. 

The Case Against Reconstruction 
(continued from page 17) 

eloquently put it, "the faint shadow of the genuine often 
makes more intelligent appeal to the imagination than 
the crass and visionary replica." 

The third has to do with priorities. With all of the 
research and hand work that goes into them, 
reconstructions are typically very expensive. Once built, 
they have to be maintained in perpetuity. Meanwhile, 
the parks contain numerous original historic structures 
that are badly in need of preservation treatment. How 
can the Service justify spending millions to recreate 
vanished structures \·vhile so many of the genuine old 
structures it is charged \vith preserving are crumbling? 

\Vhen I came to vVashington in 1970 to work for Chief 
Historian Robert M. Utley, I recei\·ed much valuable on­
the-job training in good writing and proper word usage. 
Among the distinctions Bob impressed upon his staff 
was that betvveen II accurate" and II authentic." A 
reconstruction, like a modern copy of an old painting, 
co1 Ild conceivablv be accurate. But it could never be 
authentic-the genuine article. To me, and I suspect to 
manv others, this distinction is of more than semantic 
importance. 
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