How important is the concept of authenticity in the presentation of heritage?
Authenticity is important when it comes to the presentation of heritage because for something to be authentic it has to be genuine or real. In the modern day, however, some people believe that “Authenticity is not about factuality or reality. It is about authority”.[footnoteRef:1] By this Crew and Sims meant that it was not “objects that had authority but people”.[footnoteRef:2] This could be because the curators and the establishment decide what they want to show at museums or heritage sites which the visitors and the general public then see as being authentic because of the authority of people working at museums and heritage sites.  [1:  Crew. R, Sims.J 1991]  [2:  Crew. R, Sims.J 1991] 

As well as this, different cultures view authenticity in different ways. This can be seen in the Nara Document which states that “Cultural heritage diversity exists in time and space and demands respect for other cultures and all aspects of their belief systems”.[footnoteRef:3] This is because “authenticity of cultural heritage must therefore be judged in its own cultural context”[footnoteRef:4] which can be seen most clearly in Japan. In Japan ancient temples and Buddhist monuments are often completely dismantled and renovated.  This is because in Japan dismantling the wooden temples to replace the deteriorating fabric and being rebuilt using original technologies is a method that has been used for centuries.[footnoteRef:5] This is because some people in Japan believe that  [3:  Alberts. H, Hazen. H, pg. 60]  [4:  Alberts. H, Hazen. H, pg 60-1]  [5:  Jerome. P, pg. 4] 

structures like people are mortal and should have their own span of construction and reconstructions. Local beliefs furthermore hold that society should prevent structures from decaying because of the negative connections that this has with death.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Alberts. H, Hazen . H, pg 60-1] 

This could be seen as the buildings being no longer being authentic, but as the practice dates back centuries, the restoration of these buildings could be considered “authenticity of tradition”[footnoteRef:7]. The way that Japan maintains their temples led to the Nara Document redefining authenticity and how it can “differ from culture to culture, and even within the same culture. It is thus not possible to base judgements of values and authenticity within fixed criteria”.[footnoteRef:8] The Japanese temples and the way they are maintained by being reconstructed every twenty years can still show authenticity because of the traditional and authentic methods used in the reconstruction. But the authenticity does not lie in the buildings but in the museum structures. This is because of the link between authority and authenticity and the fact that the curators reconstruct the temples so often which shows that the curators and the establishment see the temples as important. [7:  Jerome. P, pg. 4]  [8:  ICOMOS 1994, Article 11] 

Another fact to consider is the opposite of authentic which would be replicas or fakes. In the modern day even some sort of restoration can be seen as fake.[footnoteRef:9] In the 18th century this was often not seen in the same way. One example is the way that someone replaced the head of an ancient classical sculpture and still claimed that the entire sculpture was authentic.[footnoteRef:10] But in the early nineteenth century the Elgin Marbles were not restored. This led to later generations believing that “the peak of beauty was to be found in these fragmentary examples of ancient sculpture previous attitudes to restoration seemed wrong”.[footnoteRef:11] This meant that in those days it was believed that the previous ideas towards restoration and of “returning works of art to their original state so that they could be seen and appreciated in as near as possible the form that they had had in classical time” was no longer considered authentic but deceptive. Therefore, the contrast between the 18th century approach to restoration and authenticity and that of the 19th century can be seen as extreme opposites. This is because the approach to restoration went from complete restoration aiming to make the objects could look how they would have done originally, to not restoring the objects at all. In the modern day, however, the general view towards authenticity has changed because people understand that  [9: Jones.M, pg. 95]  [10:  Jones.M, pg.95]  [11:  Jones.M, pg.95] 

objects have a continuing history, that they are damaged and repaired, cleaned and restored and that their present state records not only the moment of creation but also a whole subsequent sequence of events.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Jones.M, pg.95] 

This view demonstrates that authenticity is important when it comes to the presentation of heritage in the modern day, but restoration or repairing of the objects does not make the object any less authentic. It is also important to bear in mind as Jones asks that even if an object is not authentic but a replica then “if what we value from a work is the aesthetic pleasure to be gained from it is a successfully deceptive fake inferior to the real thing?”[footnoteRef:13]. This view suggests that a replica can sometimes be just as informative or important as an authentic object.  [13:  Jones. M, pg. 95] 

When Hampton Court was reinterpreted, the curators considered questions such as whether they can “assert historical authenticity”[footnoteRef:14] and “Can historical spaces be used to explore historical truths that were true to the period if not to the space, if such explorations fulfill other important visitor need and expectations?”[footnoteRef:15]. In other words, what is more important, an authentic use of the space or an authentic experience for the visitor. Some of the areas being reinterpreted were areas where the curators were not sure what was there originally. This can be seen regarding the garden because the curators “had limited records about how the chapel court might have been used during Henry VIII’s reign”.[footnoteRef:16] This led to it being difficult for them to recreate an authentic and realistic looking garden “There was not enough coherent extant evidence to create a garden that authentically and genuinely recreated the original”.[footnoteRef:17]  The curators knew that trying to suggest that the garden might have looked like their reinterpretation would have been “academically indefensible. Yet, neither was leaving a bare garden historically honest”.[footnoteRef:18] This example illustrates the problem of reinterpretation because the curators cannot try to have the garden look as it did in Henry VII’s time and recreate the original because there is no evidence for how it would have looked but they cannot leave it bear either because it would not be authentic. Therefore, the curators had to try to find a compromise between the two.  [14:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 101]  [15:  Lipscomb.S, pg.101]  [16:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 99]  [17:  Lipscomb.S, pg.99]  [18:  Lipscomb.S, pg.99] 

Another area which was reinterpreted was the courtyard which is now an apothecary. This “provided a highly sensory experience of discovery carrying the past into the present”[footnoteRef:19]. However, the curators knew that the courtyard was not originally used for an apothecary but more likely as a scullery. The question is whether although the apothecary allows the visitors to experience the past “would deploying the space in this other way go against a sense of historical authenticity”.[footnoteRef:20] This means that although the apothecary may create an authentic experience of the past, it is not an authentic use of the space. In the case of the apothecary curators can be seen using their authority rather than authenticity in them wanting to give the visitor a “highly sensory experience” by turning the courtyard into an apothecary. [19:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 106-7]  [20:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 106-7] 

When Hampton Court Palace asked their visitors what they wanted out of a visit most people wanted an authentic experience such as experiencing smells and noise in the kitchen as one visitor said “you’ve got to live the story haven’t you really to understand it properly”.[footnoteRef:21] This echoed when G.M.Trevelyan states that “for many people perhaps everyone to have an authentic encounter with the past it to experience it”.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 111]  [22:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 111] 

With the evidence that the visiting public wanted a realistic experience, the curators tried to do create this when reinterpreting the Palace. This meant that the new interpretation was different from the previous ones because the past reinterpretations had “focused on how to make the buildings look on the visual and physical manifestations of authenticity”[footnoteRef:23] As a consequence of the survey,  the curators were now trying to create “something that is experientially authentic means that our interpretation needs to appeal to as many of the senses as possible”[footnoteRef:24] In other words, whereas in the past Hampton Court tried to make the buildings look authentic, the curators were now trying to make the visitors feel as if  they were living in the past through an authentic experience. To do this they wanted to “remove the existing rope barriers and allow visitors to touch everything”[footnoteRef:25]. Unfortunately, this meant  “removing many ‘real’ objects to display them elsewhere and replacing them with replica items”.[footnoteRef:26] This led to a popular hands on approach and was “specifically linked to creating an authentic experience in which visitors could easily imagine what the kitchens might have been like during the reign of Henry VIII”.[footnoteRef:27] It also led to the curators realising the gap between authenticity and the visitor experience.[footnoteRef:28] This was because in order to create an authentic experience for the visitors, many of the actual authentic objects had to be replaced by replicas.  As a result,  authority was given priority over authenticity because the curators, when reinterpreting Hampton Court Palace, realised an authentic experience was more important to the public than authentic objects. This is because if they are to give the public an authentic experience such as a real kitchen with food, they have to replace  the genuine objects with replicas so that the authentic objects do not get damaged. However, it does supply an authentic experience and the visitors feel like they are in the Tudor period. [23:  Lipscomb.S, pg.111]  [24: Lipscomb.S, pg. 111]  [25: Lipscomb.S, pg. 111]  [26:  Lipscomb.S, pg. 111]  [27:  Lipscomb.S, pg.111]  [28:  Lipscomb,S, pg.111 ] 

Anthony Jackson and Helen Rees Leaky describe in their article an experiment to see whether ten year old children learn better from the traditional museum experience or from museum theatre in the museums of the Imperial War Museum London and the People’s History Museum in Manchester[footnoteRef:29]. In the UK the use of theatre in museums is not only  [29:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky. H, pg 303-25] 

costly to produce and stage but many museum professionals also resist the use of what they regard as an inherently fictionalising medium of interpretation of material evidence and towards performance and even entertainment.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky. H, pg 305 ] 

Many of the children taking part in the experiment saw little or no difference between the “performance of a fictive monologue by an actor and the ‘facts’ embodied in the museums objects and textual displays”.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky. H, pg 304] 

The children from the theatre group tended to remember more than the children who had a traditional museum experience “Children responded to and had vivid recall of events, struggles and dilemmas presented to them in narrative form”[footnoteRef:32] which is shown clearly in the majority of the theatre groups. This  may be because the children felt more sympathy and understanding with the characters which is shown through the way that the pupils mention the “effective power of watching and empathising with personal dilemmas relationships and painful consequences faced by believable human being acted out in front of them.”[footnoteRef:33] This shows that the pupils who took part in the theatre group remembered more than the pupils who were taken on a tour round the museum because they felt a deep connection with the characters and were more engaged. However, it is important to remember that the dramatic monologues being performed in the museums were fictional and therefore not authentic. [32:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky. H, pg 314]  [33:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky, H, pg 315-6] 

The theatrical performance at the People’s History Museum was “woven almost seamlessly into the larger cultural from, imbuing it with a similar ‘authenticity’ to that which resided in the collections and artefacts that the children encountered”.[footnoteRef:34] Therefore, Gabrielle's story was just as authentic and genuine to the children as the rest of the artefacts in the museum but it was however fictional. As well as this, “the interpretation of past events through character-based narrative and emphatic characters did in some cases seem to limit the children's ability to make connections with the broader picture”.[footnoteRef:35]  [34:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 310-11]  [35:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 317] 

This unfortunately demonstrates how some of the pupils were not able to make the link between the authentic artefacts in the museum that the monologues were based on and the actual performances. More evidence of this is given when the article mentions that “the events and dilemmas rated by the characters and the replicated locations visited by children were accepted as ‘real’”[footnoteRef:36] even though the children were told that they were actors and most of the children knew that the house was not real. Despite this fact, “the children however read the museum’s fictions as facts conflations present reality with historical authenticity”[footnoteRef:37] although the houses were reconstructions and the theatrical props were not authentic.  [36:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 318]  [37:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 319] 

The main problem seems to be how to create the distinction between “the children’s actual experience in the museum”[footnoteRef:38] and the “authenticity that they attributed to the objects, interpretations and performances that they encountered including displays of actual objects from the past”.[footnoteRef:39] This is because to the children the characters' worlds, although they were not real, they seemed real because they were placed within the museum.  While the pupils were in the museum they “attributed authenticity to all of their experiences in the museum”[footnoteRef:40] because there were real objects present the pupils did not differentiate “between the diverse forms of interpretation (including theatre) that they encountered”.[footnoteRef:41]  [38:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 319]  [39:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 319]  [40:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 319]  [41:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 319] 

Museum theatre therefore may be more memorable than the usual museum tours for children because it is exciting and relatable as well as engaging. However, although it may be based around authentic objects in a museum, the monologues themselves are fictional. This presents a problem because small children cannot tell the difference between what is authentic or not because being in a museum, they presume that everything is authentic. Museum theatre then presents the problem of “a partial view of history and diverts attention from the authentic object/site”.[footnoteRef:42] However, the pupils have still learnt something from the museum visit and it was engaging and the children felt sympathy with the characters. [42:  Jackson.A, Rees Leaky.H, pg 320] 

In conclusion, authenticity is important to the visitors but they are usually looking for an authentic experience. More important though is the effect of authority on authenticity. This can be shown through the way that museums are sometimes run in the modern day. This is because curators often put an authentic experience such as the Tudor Kitchen at Hampton Court Palace or museum theatre before actual authenticity. An authentic experience can make the visitor feel as if they are living in or experiencing the past whilst the props would be replicas. The stories being told in the dramatic monologues within museum theatre, such as those seen at Imperial War Museum and the People's History Museum, are based on the authentic objects within the museum and are actually fictional. This happens because usually tourists go to museums “with specific expectations of the “authentic” experience that they would like to have, which often do not tally well with the recorded history of the site”[footnoteRef:43] Which is why museums can tend to focus on the authentic experience because that is often what the visitors want. [43: Alberts. H, Hazen. H, pg. 70-1] 

In addition, this essay has shown that “authenticity has different meanings in different cultural contexts”.[footnoteRef:44] This can be seen through the way how in Japan temples are restored every twenty years. These buildings could be considered as no longer being authentic but they use traditional methods for restoring the buildings which is why they are still seen as being authentic. [44: Alberts. H, Hazen. H, pg. 70-1] 

The concept of authenticity is important in the concept of heritage in modern society. We may not have the early 19th century view towards restoration when it was thought to be better not to restore objects at all. This was because restoration was seen as deceptive. In the modern day, however, the new concept of authenticity is that if an object is restored or cleaned it does not make it any less authentic[footnoteRef:45] or a replica. [45: Jones.M, pg.95] 

Museums and their curators and establishments surrounding them have the authority to decide what to display or show. Museums seem now to be using the authentic or immersive experience to draw in the public and tourists because they can be seen as being more memorable and exciting than a regular exhibit in a museum. The general public assume that everything is authentic just because they are in a museum or a heritage site although a lot of what is involved in an immersive experience is reconstructed or are replicas. This shows that the modern day public do value authenticity at museums or heritage sites so that they can feel like they are experiencing the past.  








Please note this essay uses the Harvard referencing system along with footnotes
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