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米国の文化財保護政策と占領期日本：ロバーツ委員会から連合国総司
令部美術記念物課に至る時期の米国人専門家たちの役割

Even before the American Occupation of Japan (1945-1952) was official, an internal telegram to the then U.S. 
Secretary of War had outlined its overarching policy for the protection of the defeated enemy’s cultural property.  By 
October 1945 a cluster of American scholars and experts were already in Tokyo, later coalescing into the Arts and 
Monuments Division of the Civil Information and Education Section, at the General Headquarters of the Supreme 
Commander for the Allied Powers. Initially led by George L. Stout, a Harvard curator known for his work to salvage 
cultural treasures on the European war front, the group quietly spearheaded an orderly effort to revive or establish 
protective measures and laws for Japan’s cultural property. That this could be done amidst so many other pressing 
priorities was remarkable but not surprising, the consequence of early and far-sighted work by American scholars and 
policy planners started already in 1940. From the Harvard Group, the American Council of Learned Societies, and 
especially the American Commission for the Protection and Salvage of Artistic and Historic Monuments in War Areas 
(The Roberts Commission), a long and systemic preparation for the post-war period could thus lead to a meaningful 
and credible cultural policy under the Occupation. 
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Painful images of looters pillaging the National Museum 
of Iraq in April of 2003, while occupying American tanks 
and troops stood on the sidelines, are etched in our 
collective memory, alongside echoes from the dismissive 
comments of the then United States Secretary of Defense.ⅰ 
The sacking of one of the rare institutions of Iraqi unity 
seems to have been part of the first ominous signs of 
failure, not just about the destruction of a great museum 
collection in the Middle East but signaling the unraveling 
of the Occupation itself.

At a 2013 conference on the protection of Syria’s 
cultural heritage, the director general of UNESCO made 
explicit, why protecting culture in times of war was so 
essential, when she said that the choice was not between 
people’s lives or their dignity, through culture: “Both 
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must be protected, as one and [the] same thing – there 
is no culture without people and no society without 
culture” (Bukova, 2013). Yet as war and violence have 
spread across the Greater Middle-East, the loss of 
cultural property has only intensified. Today, catastrophic 
conditions for heritage protection in many countries—
from Iraq and Syria to Afghanistan, Mali or Yemen—
give the impression that UNESCO’s injunctions are mere 
wishful thinking.  

Seventy years ago, similar aspirations were not just 
hopeful dreams, but the concrete policy principles and 
operational guidelines of the world’s most powerful army. 
In a memorandum dated August 29, 1945, addressed to 
the United States Secretary of War, one member of what 
would become the Arts and Monuments (A&M) Division 
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at the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP) 
wrote, with remarkable foresight: 

The occupying army is cognizant of the fact that the 
age-old cultural and artistic monuments in the lands 
to be occupied are a part of the cultural heritage 
of all peoples, and it is a fundamental policy of this 
army to protect and preserve in every way possible 
these monuments. (Scott, 2003, p. 354) 
Thus, even before SCAP itself was fully operational, 

the outlines of a cultural policy had been drawn and an 
institutional hub envisaged, initially as a loose cluster 
and later as a division within the Civil Information 
and Education (CIE) Section of SCAP. The American 
experts and scholars who staffed it, many from the ranks 
of the United States Military’s Monuments, Fine Arts 
and Archives (MFAA), soon started plans to inspect, 
categorize, repair, and protect the cultural heritage of their 
very recent enemy.

To understand how this became possible and, 
equally important, to attempt at least a distillation of 
possible lessons for future occupations and post-conflict 
reconstruction projects, it is essential to understand the 
context surrounding the specific place of cultural property 
protection in the American Occupation of Japan and, 
more generally, in the Administration’s overall policy-
making circles. While the case of Japan may have been 
sui generis, one need only point out the obvious, that 
every war or occupation is indeed unique. The picture that 
has emerged from this study is that in the case of Japan, 
US occupational planning included thorough studies of 
the enemy and its culture, as well as elaborate and prior 
measures to protect its cultural property. The American 
Occupation of Japan appears as that rare example—a case-
study of culture writ large included into prior thinking of 
and planning for an occupation. Its success rests upon 
two apparently distinct, but intertwined, pillars. The first 
is cultural sensitivity or understanding—in the case of 
Japan, for example, this would include an environment 
that allowed individuals and programs specialized in or 
devoted to Japanese studies across various US government 
agencies to influence occupation planning.  I do not 
address this aspect specifically here, though I believe it 
provided an essential context to the success of the second 
aspect, namely preserving Japan’s cultural heritage under 

the Occupation, as was attempted by SCAP.  Throughout 
this study it is assumed that without the first, the second 
is not achievable; in other words, unless a country and 
its culture are understood by knowledgeable individuals 
not marginal or on the sidelines but embedded in or at 
least influential in an occupation planning machinery, it 
is unrealistic to expect that cultural property preservation 
efforts per se could become policy priority. No occupying 
army can sustain the expenditure of human capital and 
material resources for a cause it neither understands nor 
considers paramount. 

This article briefly traces the history and context of 
American efforts for the preservation of cultural property, 
from the fall of Paris in 1940 and the creation of the 
Roberts Commission in 1943 to the formation of SCAP’s 
Arts and Monuments (A&M) Division in 1945. This 
is done to demonstrate that there was a continuous and 
incremental buildup towards establishing the prerequisite 
mechanisms for cultural property protection in Japan. The 
implicit lesson is that without similar long-term study, 
preparation and vision, all such attempts have either failed 
or are bound to fail in other cases of war and occupation.  

The article also looks at the workings of the Arts and 
Monuments Division proper, as well as the profiles of 
some individual American staff members in Tokyo.ⅱ  The 
role of this group was central. From the early days of the 
Occupation they could bring their Japanese counterparts 
essential help, to resolve practical problems such as the 
repair, restoration, and protection of cultural property, and 
to help them protect treasures in extremely harsh post-war 
economic conditions from destruction, theft, illegal sales 
and exports, including by US military forces.  Their 
expertise and networks, as well as the Occupation’s 
official stance and engagement that helped mobilize 
political will, financial resources, and technical and 
scientific information, contributed to the public’s 
awareness about the need to improve the state of cultural 
goods, sites, and laws, and became, not incidentally, a 
powerful appeal for the hearts and minds of the Japanese 
public. 

The American Commission for the Protection and Salvage 

II.  Building Blocks of the Unique Roberts Commission
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of Artistic and Historic Monuments in War Areas, known 
as the second Roberts Commission, was the most 
important presidentially-nominated ad-hoc body dealing 
with the protection of cultural heritage during WWII.ⅲ Its 
establishment did not happen overnight but was rather the 
culmination of prior efforts by various American scholarly 
organizations and groups working for the cause of cultural 
heritage protection. Two that deserve particular attention 
for having laid the groundwork for the Commission’s 
accomplishments are detailed here. They were the 
American Defense-Harvard Group and the American 
Council of Learned Societies. 

1. The American Defense-Harvard Group
The American Defense-Harvard Group (hereafter ‘the 
Harvard Group’) was the brainchild of faculty members 
at Harvard University who, alarmed by events in Europe 
shortly after the fall of Paris in June, 1940, came together 
with the objective of raising public awareness about the 
threats posed by the Axis to cultural property. After the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in December, 1941, the 
group engaged even more intensely in the overall war 
effort, by organizing open lectures, radio broadcasts, 
live media events, and letter-writing campaigns. It also 
worked closely with the US government, including the 
War Department (Harvard University, 2008). Some of 
the educational material the Harvard Group prepared for 
the military was to become reference material throughout 
the war and during the Occupation, including manuals on 
cultural and historical heritage protection. Membership 
included specialists of Asian art, two of whom—the 
archeologist Langdon Warner, among the most respected 
experts of Japanese culture, and his friend and colleague 
George L. Stout, a prominent curator at Harvard’s Fogg 
Museum—we shall discuss further.  

2. The American Council of Learned Societies
The second important precursor to the creation of the 
Roberts Commission was the American Council of 
Learned Societies (hereafter the ACLS). The ACLS, 
established in 1919 to advance the study of humanities 
and social sciences, significantly expanded its role under 
the presidency of the historian and archivist, Waldo G. 
Leland (1879-1966) during WWII. ⅳ Throughout 1940 

and 1941, American educators, curators, and museum 
directors had become increasingly concerned about risks 
that conflict posed to cultural heritage in Europe. As war 
and its ravages spread across Europe, North Africa, and 
Asia, the Harvard Group and the ACLS intensified efforts 
to convince the Roosevelt Administration of the need for 
an authoritative federal commission to protect cultural 
property in war zones (that they believed they could 
actually do so was already an indication, of the influence 
academics could exercise on the Administration).  
Meanwhile, these scholars also took the lead themselves, 
and in January, 1943, the ACLS established the 
Committee on the Protection of Cultural Treasures in War 
Areas. Put succinctly, the Committee’s objective was to 
gather as much scholarly expertise as possible “to guide 
the Allied Forces in the protection and recovery of art, 
monuments, and other treasured cultural heritage 
threatened by the ongoing conflict” (New York State 
Department of Financial Services, n.d.). 

Some of the practical objectives of the Committee 
were to produce maps and handbooks, identify cultural 
materials in war areas, and compile lists of monuments 
and artworks in areas likely to be occupied by US armed 
forces. Additionally, in facilitating networking, individual 
contacts, and outreach to the military it addressed a 
real need, helping to bring together and connect diverse 
experts. Some of those who later worked with SCAP were 
in fact closely involved in these early efforts throughout 
the war years.

By April, 1943, the ACLS’s Committee could inform 
the director of the School of Military Government, based 
in Virginia, of the (1) availability of a roster of culture 
specialists who could serve as Civil Affairs Officers with 
military detachments; (2) availability of a series of enemy 
city and town maps, where important monuments and 
sites were marked; and (3) pending funding, plans to (a) 
create a card catalogue for all cultural monuments, 
museums, and private collections that would most 
probably require security and protection in the case of 
occupation; (b) prepare lists of museum personnel of said 
occupied countries; (c) gather information for the military 
on matters pertaining to confiscation, forced sales, 
auctions or destruction of (European) cultural property, 
etc.; and (d) prepare guidelines for the salvage and 
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temporary protection of works of art.ⅴ

3. The American Commission for the Protection and 
Salvage of Artistic and Historic Monuments in War 
Areas
By June, 1943, the various initiatives taken by concerned 
scholars finally led to the establishment, under direct 
presidential order, of the American Commission for 
the Protection and Salvage of Artistic and Historic 
Monuments  in  Europe ,  known as  the  Rober t s 
Commission. The mandate of this federal entity was 
initially focused on Europe, but upon the request of 
military and naval commanders in the Far East in April, 
1944, its geographical scope was broadened, to ‘War 
Areas’ (NARA, 2007). The Commission’s task was, 
succinctly, to assist the U.S. Army in protecting cultural 
property in Allied-occupied areas and to provide expert 
advice on restitution principles and procedures. Supreme 
Court Justice Owen J. Roberts, who had earlier headed 
the inquiry commission for the Pearl Harbor attack, 
was named chairman. The President’s emergency fund 
provided an initial budget of $25,000 for the first year, 
mostly for clerical and operational costs (Commission 
members, appointed for three-year terms, served pro 
bono) and thereafter Congress made appropriations for 
the Commission as an independent executive agency 
(Bradsher, 2014). To facilitate frequent contact with 
the Departments of State and War, the Commission 
headquarters was located at the National Gallery of Art in 
Washington, D.C. In less than a year, a branch office was 
also set up in the American Embassy in London. 

By that time, the United States Military had already 
started culture-specific training programs. Specialist 
officers at the School of Military Government were being 
trained to find and protect items of artistic or historical 
importance and then dispatched to the war theatre, the 
only stipulation being that their work not interfere with 
military operations (Bradsher, 2014). In this manner the 
Commission’s high profile, the authority it enjoyed, and 
the scope of its latitude to influence the military would 
help raise the relevance of cultural heritage protection 
during the war and, later, under the Occupation.

The Commission, pragmatically, based its work on 
activities already underway by the ACLS and other 

committees but demanded that henceforth all efforts be 
channeled through it as the main conduit to relevant 
government agencies, especially the military. This 
streamlined the information flow. At the level of 
individual members, too, there was continuity and close 
coordination: many of the Commission members had 
already been involved with the Harvard Group or the 
ACLS, or other American cultural and academic 
institutions, such as the Library of Congress, the 
Archeological Institute of America, or the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art. The geographical proximity of the 
Commission to the locus of power and decision-making 
within the federal legislative and executive branches was 
important, too, facilitating liaison with key actors not just 
in the art world but also within political and policy circles, 
including volunteers from a variety of agencies and 
institutions. In addition, it helped that the National 
Gallery’s energetic and well-connected director, David 
Finley, served as the Commission’s vice-chairman (and de 
facto head).ⅵ Finley was a government insider and a 
passionate art lover who not only brought the Commission 
political clout but also attracted outstanding and qualified 
experts, such as the Harvard conservator Colonel Georges 
L. Stout, to work with it. Another expert, the archeologist 
and curator of oriental art at the Metropolitan Museum of 
Art Horace H. F. Jayne, a close friend and colleague of 
Langdon Warner, would become special advisor to the 
Commission on matters related to Asia (The Roberts 
Commission and MFFA Officers, 2013, p. 1).

At its first formal meeting in August, 1943, the 
Commission established seven working committees, as 
follows:
1Committee on the Definition of Works of Cultural 

Value and Property. This was the main committee 
which outlined the raison d’etre of the Commission 
and defined the scope of its work;
2Committee on Administration; 
3Committee on Books, Manuscripts, and Other 

Printed and Written Material of Cultural Value; 
4Committee on Collection of Maps, Information, and 

Description of Art Objects. This committee merged 
its work with that of the American Defense-Harvard 
Group and the ACLS. For the remainder of the war, 
the Commission would channel these lists and maps 
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to the War Department;
5Committee on Personnel. It submitted to the War 

Department names of armed forces personnel 
qualified to serve in the MFAA Section of the Civil 
Affairs Division (CAD). After the war, it identified 
civilians to oversee the restitution of identifiable 
objects to their countries of origin and develop 
plans for restoring monuments and reactivating art 
institutions and libraries;
6Commit tee  on  Ar t  Ins t ruc t ion  in  Mi l i t a ry 

Government Schools. This committee conferred 
with the Provost Marshal General’s office and, 
when requested, supplied the names of volunteers 
to instruct Army personnel on the protection and 
restitution of art objects and artifacts; 
7Committee on Axis-Appropriated Property. 

(The Roberts Commission, 1944, pp. 2-3) 
An important function for the Commission, as noted, was 
to serve as a clearing house for military units, facilitating 
their sharing of information on the location and nature of 
cultural treasures. This work rallied diverse individuals 
around the objective of cultural preservation and, not 
incidentally, helped raise public awareness about the fate 
of such treasures.ⅶ Based on prior groundwork by the 
Harvard Group and the ACLS, Commission members had 
swiftly endorsed the establishment of a Monuments, Fine 
Arts, and Archives (MFAA) program within the United 
States military, to assist in the protection and restitution of 
cultural property. In civilian life MFAA officers were 
curators, museum directors, archivists, librarians, and the 
like. With Commission support behind them and under 
the leadership of professionals of the calibre of Stout, they 
were able to carry out a variety of rescue missions in 
Europe, from shoring up walls and recovering frescoes in 
cathedrals, to retrieving artworks confiscated by the Nazis 
and returning them to their nations of origin when 
possible. Commission members, too, were at times 
directly engaged in field work, travelling abroad to

 [...] observe MFAA officers in the field and to help 
address problems related to personnel and supplies. 
Military officials with backgrounds in art history, 
architecture, or archives and libraries generally 
facilitated communication between the Roberts 
Commission and the MFAA. 

(The Roberts Commission, 1944, p. 3)

As noted, even though the Commission was initially 
created to protect Europe’s art (Japan and indeed East 
Asia being late inclusions), SCAP was to directly benefit 
from these prior experiences: the A&M Division was set 
up and could become operational so swiftly in part due 
to the presence and early leadership of Stout, and the fact 
that many of the objectives it helped promote had been 
considered and tested on the European front. 

The Roberts Commission formally met for the last 
time on June 20, 1946, in Philadelphia. It disbanded 
shortly after, but the work it had championed throughout 
the war continued, notably thanks to the offices for 
Germany-Austria and for Japan-Korea of the Occupied 
Areas Division (ADO), as well as the Office of 
International and Cultural Affairs (OIC) of the State 
Department (New York State Department of Financial 
Services, n.d.).ⅷ In the case of Japan, in particular, part of 
its legacy was carried on through the work of the Arts and 
Monuments Division at SCAP in Tokyo.

The significance of the Roberts Commission 
to cultural property protection in wartime and under 
occupation needs to be far better understood, for there 
have been few wartime entities even remotely comparable 
to it. Its effectiveness was the result of a unique set of 
factors: scholarly expertise, long-standing friendships, 
political clout, administrative competence, and, maybe 
just as importantly, genuine commitment to the cause 
of cultural heritage protection. Absent any one of these 
elements, the impact would have been more limited. 
Combined, these factors contributed to a strong, central 
platform, able to put and keep the cause of cultural 
property protection on the political agenda, streamline 
efforts to reach its objectives and, after victory, empower 
the Occupation to continue its vision in Japan. 

A picture, showing Miyajima’s torii gate, a pine tree, 
some stone lanterns and a shimmering Seto Inland Sea, 
appears on the cover of the first general circulation Guide 
to Japan, prepared for the American military forces and 
released on September 1, 1945. The guidebook includes 
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stern chapter headings such as ‘Stream-lined Tyranny’ 
but also titles with a markedly softer tone, such as ‘The 
Land of the Cherry Blossoms’ (Guide to Japan, 1945, in 
Buckley, 2011). 

The British Commonwealth Occupation, not to be 
outdone, had produced its own guidebook, Know Japan, 
its cover a close reproduction of a woodblock print from 
Hokusai's famous series, The 36 Views of Mount Fuji. In 
the Foreword, Lieutenant-General John Northcott, the 
Australian commander of British forces, wrote of the 
mission facing his men in these words: 

Although we may not like the Japanese people, we 
must learn something of their history and customs, 
so that we can help them to make themselves fit to 
take their place alongside the other peoples of the 
civilized world. (Know Japan, 1946, in Buckley, 
2011)  
Sensitizing the Occupation personnel to particulars 

of Japanese culture was part of the military planners’ 
concerns from the start. So was setting up practical 
mechanisms, to ensure the protection of Japan’s cultural 
property, the guiding principles for which were those 
articulated early on in an August 29, 1945, telegraph sent 
by Walter D. Popham to the Secretary of War stating that 
“[...] it is a fundamental policy of this army to protect and 
preserve in every way possible these monuments” (Scott, 
2003, pp. 354-355). Cultural heritage protection at SCAP 
was clearly no ad hoc or last minute affair but systemic 
and institutional from the outset. A Department of State 
press release later summarized the official position of the 
United States:

The immediate postwar problem consists of the 
reconstitution of the artistic and historical heritage 
of occupied countries....The protection of art in time 
of war is based upon the universally accepted 
principle that cultural property is inviolable...The 
artistic and historic treasures of a nation are 
regarded as the Nation’s patrimony, and the great 
public collections of the world as an international 
heritage. It is the preservation of this irreplaceable 
cultural heritage of all nations that is recognized, 
today, as an international responsibility. (Scott, 
2003, footnote 71, p. 353).ⅸ

1. A Well-Conceived Post-War Reconstruction Plan
General Douglas MacArthur’s own stance, with regard 
to official SCAP policy, was seemingly unequivocal, as 
when he declared in an early speech that the “....historical, 
cultural and religious objects and installations (including 
several Imperial Palaces) will be carefully protected and 
preserved” (Scott, 2003, p. 353, footnote 70). Before 
looking further at cultural property specifically, however, 
it maybe worthwhile to recall at least three characteristics 
that distinguished the general modus operandi of the 
American Occupation of Japan. 

First, the Occupation was indirect. GHQ conducted 
policy and reforms through the Japanese government, 
which had had a sophisticated bureaucracy since at least 
the Meiji era. The Americans decided, wisely, that they 
could not govern without its help, however troubling 
for them the bureaucracy’s history of cooperation 
with Japan’s militarists. Second, notwithstanding the 
participation of other Allied forces, the United States 
was, in practice if not in theory, the lead, or even the 
sole, effective occupying power, which greatly helped 
centralize decision-making. Third, the Occupation 
enjoyed legitimacy, as much in the eyes of the occupied 
as in those of the occupiers themselves. The reasons for 
this are multiple, complex, and beyond the scope of this 
paper, but insofar as such a premise has been rare in most 
American occupations, or even in United Nations-led 
post-war reconstruction efforts, it is worth highlighting 
here.

Within SCAP’s sprawling structure, the role of the 
Civil Information and Education (CIE) Section was 
significant. It was one of the largest sections, its mandate 
extremely broad: to advise MacArthur on “public 
information, education, religion and other sociological 
problems of Japan and Korea” (Takemae, 2002, p. 180). 
Its tasks included formulating education policies, 
democratizing the national school system, dealing with 
religious affairs and other ‘sociological’ reforms, 
recommending policies to eliminate militarism and 
ultranationalism, and eradicating juvenile military training 
and institutions. The main counterpart for the CIE within 
the Japanese government was the Education Ministry.ⅹ

Originally the CIE consisted of two sections, with 
somewhat contradictory histories and characteristics. 
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The ‘Education’ section, initially part of the Military 
Government Section of the Armed Forces Pacific 
(AFPAC), had been set up in June, 1945, staffed mostly by 
academics and teachers.  The ‘Information’ section, on the 
other hand, had originated in the intelligence community, 
partially filled with the staff of the Psychological Warfare 
Branch. Thus the CIE had been “cobbled together” and 
incorporated into SCAP with two almost opposing wings 
and identities (Takemae, 2002, p. 180). This may have 
accounted for some of the tensions and discrepancies that 
dogged its work throughout the Occupation, though these 
tensions did not seem to have directly impacted the work 
of the A&M team. 

The CIE mandate included ensuring “the protection, 
preservation, and salvage of works of art and antiquity, 
cultural treasures, religious articles, libraries, museums, 
archival repositories, religious buildings, and historical 
monuments” (Waterhouse, 1988, p. 206). For Takemae the 
main aim for SCAP's dedicating a unit/section to deal 
directly with the preservation of arts and monuments was 
to allow American scholars to work “closely with eminent 
Japanese scholars to democratise and upgrade Japanese 
museums and make available to the public registered 
works of art” (2002, p. 187).  Whatever the institutional 
impulse, foundations of the A&M Division were laid in 
the very early weeks of SCAP’s creation, marked by the 
arrival already by October, 1945, of George Stout, at the 
time probably the most experienced and respected MFAA 
officer in the US military.ⅺ As noted by Sherman Lee, 
later a key staff member of the Division, the protection of 
Japanese cultural property was addressed even before 
SCAP proper was set up:

In the very early days of the Occupation, the Allies 
were prepared to consider the protection and 
preservation of Japanese cultural property. Even 
before the surrender on the main deck of the 
battleship Missouri, an advisory committee of 
American officers, including George Stout, the 
conservator of the Fogg Art Museum at Harvard, 
and Laurence Sickman, curator of oriental art at the 
Nelson Art Gallery in Kansas City, familiar with the 
new Arts and Monuments Division in the European 
theater, had called for a similar unit in Japan, but 
not necessarily staffed with active servicemen. This 

was to be the Arts and Monuments Division.... (Lee, 
1997, p. 91) ⅻ

2. Modus Operandi of the Arts & Monuments Division 
in Tokyo
By September, 1945, SCAP already started with some 
preventive measures, such as making the Imperial Palace 
and selected Buddhist monasteries, Shinto shrines, 
and private residences off-limits to Occupation troops 
(Waterhouse, 1988). The enactment of such early and 
symbolically important measures must have been 
welcomed by the Japanese, taken as a sign of respect for 
their culture. Officially, the responsibility of the A&M 
was to make recommendations about the “management 
and finance of numerous projects for the protection, 
preservation, restitution, salvage, or other disposition of 
works of art, antiquities, cultural treasures, museums, 
archival repositories, historic and scenic sites, and 
historical and natural monuments.”

(Scott, 2003, p. 353 and footnote 169)
Once the core A&M team was in place, the scope of the 
work broadened and a rather elaborate protection and 
preservation regime was established which, according to 
Lee, not only undertook the systematic inventorying and 
inspecting of cultural property but also helped encourage 
the display of Japanese works of art for the general 
public. (Lee, 1997, p. 92)

In the early days, one focus of the A&M was on 
restoring Chinese and Korean art plundered by the 
Japanese army; Stout was preoccupied enough to 
frequently seek advice on this from colleagues back in the 
United States throughout late 1945, including the help of 
archivist Ardelia Hall (Bradsher, 2014). But the Division’s 
core activities gradually shifted almost entirely to the 
protection, preservation, and salvage of Japan’s own art 
and antiquities, covering sites that included museums, 
libraries, archives, temples, shrines, and other sites of 
special historical significance (Waterhouse, 1988).ⅹⅲ 
Much of the daily work was rather practical. For example, 
it included cooperating with Japanese authorities to help 
identify National Treasures, organizing best practices and 
exhibitions, and even addressing mundane matters such as 
power and lighting issues (Berman, 2014).ⅹⅳ To reach 
their goals and considering their limited numbers, the 
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American staff worked closely alongside highly qualified 
Japanese experts who were the Division’s representatives 
in one or a group of prefectures. Called inspectors, they 
were for the most part prominent scholars and academics 
themselves, among them individuals of the caliber of 
Fukui Rikichiro, a scholar of art history and founder of 
the first department dedicated to the history of Eastern art 
at the University of Tohoku, who represented SCAP in 
Kyoto, or Takata Osamu, a specialist of Buddhist art, who 
was based in Nara (Lee, 1997, p. 92).

Inspections were thus mostly conducted by 
these Japanese inspectors, who sought the help of the 
Americans mainly for official interventions or to solve 
practical problems they were unable to address alone. 
This division of labor worked effectively. A&M’s 
American staff (and sometimes prominent visitors, like 
Warner) lent their ‘authority’ to their Japanese colleagues 
if and when necessary, showing up in person in various 
prefectures for ‘inspection tours’ according to their areas 
of expertise (temples, museums, private collections, 
gardens, etc.), to help assess the situation of the property. 
These regional inspections, which lasted on average 
10 days, proved crucial in more ways than one. They 
allowed, for example, the A&M to encourage or pressure 
the Japanese government and the Occupation military 
governors to deal early on and forcefully with the theft 
and vandalism of works of cultural property (including 
such acts committed by US army personnel). Their 
presence provided far greater influence than would have 
been otherwise possible for the overstretched military or 
the resource-poor Japanese government.

The situation was, of course, still far from perfect. 
Cultural inspectors were constantly struggling with 
the chaotic post-war context and conditions, including 
attempts to illegally export works of art. Black-
marketeering of works of art was prevalent, by both 
the Japanese and the Americans—the imposition of 
tax measures had achieved little in stemming the tide 
of black market sales, especially of treasures in private 
hands—and in the terrible economic circumstances of the 
post-war months many owners were forced to give up 
family heirlooms, in exchange for basic needs. National 
Treasures were relatively well-protected but not Important 
Art Objects, which were constantly at risk of being lost 

or sold with little or no monitoring (Lee, 1997, p. 93). 
Working closely with the Ministry of Education, A&M 
could at least contribute to improving the tax and legal 
protection systems, and a new category of 'Important 
Cultural Property' was soon enacted.

Alongside the frequent regional inspection tours, 
there were also regular meetings of the A&M staff with 
their counterparts at the Japanese Ministry of Education. 
One may speculate to what degree these meetings were 
policy gatherings versus simple ‘shop-keeping’ 
meetings—probably they were a combination of both.ⅹⅴ 
But their very regularity (weekly), which on occasion 
included officials from the Finance Ministry, helped 
maintain the apparently open communication lines 
between the A&M team and the national government. 
Additionally, the broader circle of individuals involved in 
these meetings as assistants and interpreters often also 
included individuals with impressive and distinguished 
professional backgrounds, and once the Occupation ended 
these figures would continue their work protecting and 
overseeing Japan’s cultural property. ⅹⅵ 

3. Noteworthy Staff and Advisors of the Arts & 
Monuments Division
As Lee notes, the A&M Division had focused on at 
least three objectives—the protection, promotion, and 
democratization of cultural heritage and property.  
　　....[I]n addition to registered works of art, 
including architecture, the division was responsible 
for national parks and for encouraging living artists 
and their organizations. We were also to promote 
‘democratization’ of art museums and evenhanded 
operation of the art display areas, especially in 
Tokyo, such as the Municipal Museum in Ueno Park, 
the venue for annual exhibitions of the contending 
art societies such as the tradition-oriented Nitten and 
various Western-style groups including the avant-
garde. (Lee, 1997, p. 94)
But who were the A&M staff tasked with such a 

responsibility and what kind of backgrounds did they 
have, before coming to Tokyo? To begin with, the majority 
were scholars or academics and, with the exception of 
Lee, most had had some prior association with Harvard 
University and the Fogg Museum. Among the first to 
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arrive in the fall of 1945 was Laurence Sickman, an 
air force major during the war, a Harvard graduate and 
curator of Chinese art who initially, alongside Stout, was 
at the head and later technical advisor to A&M (upon 
returning from Tokyo, Sickman became a director at 
the prestigious Nelson-Atkins Museum in Kansas City, 
Missouri). Another early staff member was Walter D. 
Popham, drafter of the cultural policy-related statements 
to the Secretary of War in August 1945 and acting chief of 
A&M prior to Stout’s arrival. A specialist of architecture 
and garden design, Popham remained with the Division 
as Fine Arts advisor. Howard C. Hollis, a former curator 
at the Cleveland Museum of Art and recommended to 
SCAP by his tutor Langdon Warner, became chief of 
A&M after Stout’s departure in 1946, and in turn brought 
one of his own bright former students, Sherman E. Lee, 
to Tokyo. Lee was a curator of Asian Art before the war, 
and would become a lifelong advocate of the Japanese 
arts after, in his position as the iconic director of the 
Cleveland Museum of Art. He became an A&M pillar (and 
one of the few who later and frequently spoke and wrote 
about his Occupation experiences). James M. Plumer was 
another student of Warner, a Harvard graduate and later 
professor at the University of Michigan, who served as a 
consultant to the Roberts Commission during the war and 
as an A&M Fine Arts Advisor from 1948 to 1949.  

Thus, even a cursory review suggests that, though 
not all were specialists of Japanese art per se, A&M 
staff were highly qualified in general. Two, within the 
Division, deserve particular attention—they are George L. 
Stout and Langdon Warner. 

(1) Remembering the Lessons of Europe—the Work of 
George L. Stout
More than any other American art scholar, George L. 
Stout can be credited with setting in place the institutional 
and practical mechanisms to help US military decision-
makers protect cultural heritage during war and beyond 
and, equally significant, with having actually done the 
work himself. A WWI veteran, a conservator at Harvard’s 
Fogg Museum and a naval officer during WWII, Stout 
was a self-made man of talent, originality, and modesty, 
who played a crucial role in the European theatre from 
1943 onward in salvaging art looted by the Nazis. He also 

worked for the creation of military units composed of art 
specialists—which later became the MFAA—and led 
their work in the European war theatre, most spectacularly 
in Germany. By the time he arrived in Japan in October, 
1945, Stout was therefore fully battle-tested (Scott, 2003, 
p. 354). Once in Tokyo, he swiftly put in place the 
structures of A&M (the first organigrams and job 
descriptions for the new division were drawn out by Stout 
by late 1945), while also remaining in constant 
communication with the Roberts Commission and other 
relevant groups and individuals in the United States with 
regard to the question of art looted by the Japanese 
military. ⅹⅶ

Upon Stout’s departure, in mid-1946, the Division 
was restructured again, and Howard C. Hollis named 
chief. The structuring and restructuring would continue 
throughout the rest of the Occupation, but due in part to 
the ties between former and future colleagues, A&M was 
to maintain its nucleus of expertise and continuity within 
SCAP.  Moreover, as had been previously the case with 
the Roberts Commission, ties among members of the 
network of American scholars of art (with Harvard 
playing a central role) proved helpful, for it allowed 
departing or incoming experts and advisors of the A&M 
to continue helping one another throughout and even after 
the Occupation.ⅹⅷ 

Of Stout’s many contributions to the A&M one can 
highlight the timely and symbolically important decision 
to bring Langdon Warner to Tokyo. In addition to being 
Stout's mentor and friend, Warner was a prominent 
archeologist and curator of Asian art at Harvard, brought 
to Tokyo to serve as cultural advisor to the Occupation. 
Though Warner stayed only half a year, his presence 
was to become a highly visible and meaningful event. It 
drew attention to the cause of protecting cultural property 
and sent a strong signal, about the good intentions of the 
Occupation, to Japanese specialists, authorities, and even 
the general public.

(2) The Significance of Langdon Warner’s Presence in 
War-Ravaged Japan 
Langdon Warner had first come to Japan in 1907, as a 
student and disciple of Okakura Tenshin. Tenshin was not 
only an influential and renowned leader in Japan’s cultural 
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preservation movement but a generous mentor to many of 
his students and disciples. Thanks to these auspicious 
beginnings and his own intellectual passions and 
charismatic personality, Warner formed not just a deep 
learning for Japanese Buddhist art (his speciality was the 
Tempyo period) but also life-long friendships with many 
prominent Japanese artists and scholars, and in the 
ensuing years would repeatedly visit Japan (as well as 
China and Korea) for further study and work. During 
WWII, though already into his 60s, Warner became an 
active member of the Harvard Group and the ACLS and 
later, like Stout, served as an advisor to the Roberts 
Commission. The influence of such an erudite scholar of 
Asian ar ts  on the Commission must  have been 
considerable and may explain why Warner is still credited 
for saving the former capitals of Nara and Kyoto from the 
American wartime bombings, conventional and atomic 
(most scholars, including Warner himself, have repeatedly 
and emphatically denied the accuracy of this belief). At 
the very least it is possible to imagine that Warner’s 
familiarity with the arts of Japan and his deep scholarship 
helped impress upon military planners in Washington, 
albeit indirectly, that the cultural heritage of these two 
historical cities was too precious to be obliterated (Cary, 
1975, pp. 15-18). ⅹⅸ

Throughout the war, Warner gave expert counsel to 
various branches of the US government and maintained 
close ties with influential individuals within or close to 
the Administration, including former ambassador to Japan 
Joseph Grew, as well as Paul Sachs and David Finley, 
both prominent members of the art community and the 
Roberts Commission. At war’s end, encouraged by Stout 
who was by that time setting up the A&M, Warner 
managed to join SCAP as an advisor, spending April to 
September, 1946, in Tokyo.ⅹⅹ He seems to have relished 
the chance, and become fully engaged with the work of 
the A&M team, which he admired—he is quoted as 
writing in one of his letters that “a GHQ officer told me 
the other day that Arts and Monuments was known to be 
the only division that ran by itself and knew what it was 
doing” (Waterhouse, 1988, p. 206). The timing of his 
arrival could not have been more significant: that someone 
of Warner’s age, experience, and renown would willingly 
go to so much trouble to join SCAP headquarters was 

remarkable, and the impact of the presence in Tokyo of 
this dean of Japanese arts in the United States on the 
younger A&M staff, as much as on their Japanese 
counterparts, can well be imagined.

Among ordinary citizens, too, Warner's presence was 
reassuring. While he was in Tokyo, grateful Japanese left 
him flowers anonymously every morning in recognition 
of his efforts on their behalf and for having “patiently 
welcomed the flocks of war stunned citizens who sought 
redress for postwar injustices, and broke regulations left 
and right in order to aid them” (Plumer, 1957, p. 635).  
The tone of the press too was indicative.  In an editorial 
dated January 22, 1946, a few months before his arrival 
in Japan, the Kobe Shimbun had already lauded Warner’s 
efforts, as the savior of Japanese art. Later, when Warner 
and Stout set out for a tour of the Kansai region, in May, 
1946, the press and public followed his every move, and 
newspaper articles were effusive. The Mainichi Shimbun 
and the Kyoto Nichi Nichi reported the visit in exalted 
tones. The Asahi Shimbun, in a piece published on May 
24, 1946, reported that:  
　　Dr. L. P. Warner, the benefactor of the Japanese 
culture who has saved Kyoto and Nara from 
destruction, will visit this ancient city of Kyoto [...] 
Dr. Warner is a Professor at Harvard University and 
the head of Oriental Art in the Fogg Museum. He has 
come over as advisor to SCAP in ..........to Oriental 
Art. He is an authority concerning Japanese Art [...] 
began to have an interest in Oriental Art through 
acquaintance of Okakura Tenshin. He visited Nara 
for the first time forty years ago, toward the close 
of the Russo-Japanese War, when he was in his 
twenties. (NARA, 1946). 
The affection of the Japanese for Warner has 

endured. He was honored posthumously with the Order 
of the Sacred Treasures award, and monuments in his 
honor are found at Horyuji Temple in Nara Prefecture, in 
Itsuura Village in Ibaraki Prefecture, in Kamakura City 
in Kanagawa Prefecture, and in Kyoto. Every June 9, 
the date of his passing, a special ceremony is held in his 
memory at Nara’s Monjuin Temple.
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4. Towards the 1950 Law for the Protection of Cultural 
Property     
Post-war discussions about revising Japan’s existing  law 
for cultural property protection had started as early as 
1947 and involved the staff of A&M, alongside Japanese 
scholars and officials of the Ministry of Education 
(Mombusho). A draft revision text had been submitted and 
discussed with A&M by Mombusho representatives and 
others (Scott, 2003, p. 317, footnote 4, and pp. 379-381).  
As Scott further notes, there was

[...] a general perception at the time that many 
treasures had been neglected for long periods, were 
decaying, and were in signifivant disrepair. Temples 
and shrines were considered in despicable condition. 
(Scott, 2003, p.377)
But it was following the shock, including among the 

general public, of the fire accident at Horiyuji, in January 
of 1949, that official drafting of the bill started in earnest.  
By May, 1950, the bill had gone through some 11 
revisions, before passing the Diet.  Good fortune had it 
that one of its key champions at the Diet was the writer, 
scholar and, in the decade following defeat, politician, 
Yamamoto Yuzo, a towering literary figure in both the 
pre- and post-war years, elected to the Diet in 1947 as an 
Independent Party candidate (Watanabe, 2014). As 
Chairman of the Education Committee of the House of 
Councilors, Yamamoto ably shepherded the passage of 
what became Japan’s 1950 Law for the Protection of 
Cultural Properties, reporting that his group had met “no 
fewer than fifty-five times” in its deliberations to adopt the 
final text (Scott, 2003, p. 381).ⅹⅹⅰ It is hard to imagine 
that he and his Japanese colleagues could have achieved 
their goal as expeditiously, absent the full support and 
encouragement of their American counterparts and the 
experts at SCAP.

The 1950 Law for the Protection of Cultural 
Properties was neither the beginning nor the end of 
Japan’s endeavors to protect its cultural heritage. What the 
1950 Law did achieve, however, at a time when so much 
else was demanding a share of the impoverished nation’s 
limited resources and attention, was to place cultural 
property preservation squarely on the government’s list 
of tasks and priorities. A&M certainly deserves credit for 
this early awakening.  While it is difficult to speculate, 

one can conclude that without SCAP’s full engagement in 
and endorsement of the process, the passage of the 1950 
Law would have been delayed by at least a few years. Had 
this been the case, what further and irreversible damages 
could have been inflicted upon the cultural heritage of 
Japan? The Law’s early passage provided, in this sense, 
essential guarantees for an early implementation of 
protection measures.

What motivated American policy makers to even think 
about Japan culturally, in the midst of an all-out war and, 
after victory, to quickly start work on the protection of 
the defeated country’s cultural property? The Americans 
could have shunned any obligation for the cultural 
heritage of Japan and assumed that its safeguard was 
not a priority deserving of the expenditure of effort or 
resources. Yet they outlined elaborate policies, enacted 
plans, and allocated precious time and qualified staff to 
this endeavor before and during the Occupation. Certainly 
this was one effective way to capture the ‘hearts and 
minds’ of the Japanese. But it was also more than that.

This article does not suggest that SCAP created 
Japan’s cultural property protection measures from 
scratch, nor does it assume that the Japanese government 
would not have, at its own behest, adopted similar 
measures after the Occupation. But at a critical juncture 
and a time of great vulnerability for Japan’s cultural 
property, when most people were, at best, indifferent to 
past heritage, the Occupation helped promote cultural 
property protection as a serious component of its work, 
deserving of a dedicated division. It even encouraged 
trends towards the democratization of cultural assets. 

In an editorial entitled ‘The Fate of Cultural Property 
in Wartime: Why it Matters and What Should Be Done’ 
the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs 
asks: Why, considering all the horrors of war, should 
we care about the fate of cultural property? It then 
answers the question with a quote from no other than the 
indefatigable George Stout: 

As soldiers of the United Nations fight their way into 
lands once conquered and held by the enemy, the 
governments of the United Nations will encounter 

IV.  Conclusion
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manifold problems…. In areas torn by bombardment 
and fire are monuments cherished by the people 
of those countrysides or towns: churches, shrines, 
statues, pictures, many kinds of works [...] To 
safeguard these things will not affect the course of 
battles, but it will affect the relations of invading 
armies with those peoples and [their] governments…. 
To safeguard these things will show respect for the 
beliefs and customs of all men and will bear witness 
that these things belong not only to a particular 
people but also to the heritage of mankind. (Mollick, 
2013)
In  the  war ’s  immediate  af termath,  Japan’s 

catas t rophic  economic  condi t ions  should  have 
marginalized concerns about cultural property, making 
these peripheral at best, as much for the Occupation as 
for the Japanese government itself. Lack of food, shelter, 
sanitation and other basic needs in the country was to 
continue well into the late 1940s, and both occupier 
and occupied were at times scrambling, just to keep 
widespread famine at bay. Worrying about cultural 
property protection, in such a context, could have seemed 
at best an unaffordable luxury. Yet in spite of such 
desperate circumstances, Japan was to have in place, 
within less than five years, one of the most advanced 
cultural heritage protection laws in the world.

Did the American Occupation have a direct influence 
on preserving Japan’s cultural heritage in the immediate 
post-war years?  Evidence indicates that it did. The very 
existence of a cluster within SCAP devoted entirely to 
the protection of arts and monuments, so early on, was a 
rarity in any American military occupation. The A&M’s 
mandate enjoyed the endorsement of Washington, the 
senior leadership at SCAP, and the Japanese legislature 
and government. No less important was the personal 
factor: many of the Division’s staff and advisors were 
already, or would later become, respected names in the 
circle of American scholars of art. Quite a few were 
also connected to Langdon Warner, a teacher, mentor, 
role model and colleague to many, including Lawrence 
Sickman, George Stout, George Plummer, Howard Hollis 
(Bowie, 1966, p. 162). The presence of such experts in 
post-war Japan makes this Occupation, in the realm of 
cultural heritage preservation, one of a kind. It is possible 

to conclude that rather than any single person, policy, or 
project, it was the accumulation of all the above elements 
that helped create an effective 'cultural policy' at SCAP.  

After WWII the international community rallied, to 
impose stricter obligations in times of war, and in 1954 
the Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural 
Property in the Event of Armed Conflict was adopted, 
followed in 1999 (in the wake of destruction unleashed by 
the Balkan Wars) by the Second Protocol.ⅹⅹⅱ The 
International Criminal Court (ICC), too, has stipulated 
that the destruction of cultural property is a war crime, 
and in a recent case in Mali, where mausoleums, mosques 
and other world heritage sites in Timbuktu were destroyed, 
it is proceeding to bring perpetrators to justice.ⅹⅹⅲ Yet the 
problem of protecting cultural heritage at particular sites 
and monuments has hardly diminished, despite these 
expanded legal protections. To the contrary, as the tools of 
war and destruction have become ever more sophisticated 
and widely access ible ,  the  problem has  grown 
exponentially: now it is not just nation-states that have the 
means to bomb treasures of millennia—even terrorist 
groups can inflict massive damage. The challenges ahead 
remain immense.

The long preparatory efforts by the Americans for 
the cause of cultural property protection should serve 
as a reminder that thinking about culture and heritage 
protection in times of war or under occupation cannot be 
done quickly, in a vacuum, on the run, on short notice, 
or based merely on short-term interests or personal 
motivation. Neither are ideals alone sufficient. As seen 
in the case of Japan, an institutional locus, like the 
Roberts Commission or the A&M, was essential. It also 
bears keeping in mind, that George Stout and many of 
his colleagues had been exposed to the war (in Stout’s 
case both WWI and WWII). Many had served in it as 
officers—they understood its realities. But they were 
also idealists—reading the letters of Stout and Warner 
in particular, one is struck not just by their knowledge 
or expertise but also their personality, their humanity, 
and a genuine passion for the work of cultural property 
preservation. There is just no easy substitute for the 
insights that real scholarship can offer. It is true that the 
Occupation failed at times to prevent black-marketeering 
of cultural treasures, and some of its American specialists 
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did indeed later benefit from their privileged access to 
Japanese scholars and markets during service in Japan. 
Still, the overall picture that emerges of the A&M’s work 
is uniquely positive. 

During the war—spurred by relentless propaganda, 
mutual misconceptions, racial antagonisms—raw hatreds 
ran deep between the Japanese and the Americans. Their 
forces had engaged in widespread and brutal face-to-face 
combat and bloodletting for years. Yet this did not prevent 
American political leaders, military and policy planners 
and scholars from considering cultural heritage protection. 
It was not just smart policy and a successful attempt to 
conquer ‘hearts and minds’ but, also, part and parcel of 
the responsibility of any civilized nation, a fundamental 
obligation of an occupying power and, maybe just as 
significantly, one possible pillar for the Occupation’s 
enduring success. 
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ⅰ　At a press conference on April 11, 2003, when questioned 

about the looting at the National Museum US Secretary of 

Defense Donald Rumsfeld quipped, “Stuff happens.” The 

comment reverberated across the globe, and since then has 

been used even by the United States military, as a cautionary 

tale (Colorado State University, n.d.).

ⅱ　The role of their Japanese colleagues, those scholars whose 

work in leading inspections into conditions of Japan’s cultural 

property after the war was key, is only briefly addressed but 

certainly deserves a full and separate study by cultural experts

ⅲ　There were two presidentially-appointed commissions 

chaired by US Supreme Court Justice Owen Roberts, the 

first tasked with investigating the attack on Pearl Harbor. 

Throughout this study I refer only to the second Roberts 

Commission.

ⅳ　Leland would later become a founding member of 

the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO).

ⅴ　Greg Bradsher (2014), NARA, writes that in June 1943 

Secretary of State Cordell Hull, too, appealed to president 

Roosevelt on the creation of a special section within the School 

of Military Government “to train certain officer-specialist 

who could be assigned to army staffs to advise commanding 

officers regarding cultural monuments and historic artworks in 

war zones.” 

ⅵ　I learned of David Finley’s role through an exhibition 

dedicated to the “The Monuments Men” in the European 

war theater at the National Gallery of Art, Washington D.C. 

(August, 2014). Finley, nominally vice-chairman, acted 

more as chief executive of the Commission—it is not clear 

that Justice Roberts himself was in a substantive manner 

involved in daily operations. In 1952 it was again Finley who 

travelled to Japan with a delegation which included no other 

than Langdon Warner, to negotiate and bring the first major 

exhibition of Japanese art to the United States.

ⅶ　After the war, it would assist the U.S. Army in its mission to 

restore to their rightful owners works of art confiscated by the 

Nazis.

ⅷ　One such offshoot was an Inter-Allied Commission 

for the Protection and Restitution of Cultural Material 

(Vaucher Commission), established in April, 1944, under the 

chairmanship of Professor Paul Vaucher, as a sub-commission 

of the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education

ⅸ　Scott refers to the US Department of State press release 

on the Conservation of Cultural Property (Aug. 16, 1946) 

and to a memorandum from Howard C. Hollis, Chief, Arts 

and Monuments Division, to Chief, Civil Information and 

Education Section (Sept. 5, 1946).

ⅹ　The CIE would change structure throughout the Occupation. 

According to Takemae staff numbers as of February 1948 

were as follows: “14 military officers, 24 enlisted personnel, 

202 civilian officials and 323 general staff, predominantly 

Japanese.” The section was housed in the Radio Tokyo 

Building in Hibiya (Takemae, 2002, p. 180).

ⅺ　Stout was not a specialist of Japanese or Asian art. Rather 
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it was his institutional skills and ability to work with the 

military, his war experiences, and the esteem with which he 

was held by the scholarly, policy and military communities, 

not least the Roberts Commission and the MFAA, that made 

him a providential figure to establish A&M and incorporate it 

so early on into the SCAP infrastructure.

ⅻ　As an influential curator and then director of the Cleveland 

Museum of Art from 1958, Lee organized for decades after the 

war some of the most spectacular and learned exhibitions in 

the United States dedicated to Japanese art.

ⅹⅲ	 	 Waterhouse refers to the looting of works of art by the 

Japanese military high command overseas but suggests that 

this was not at the level of the “Nazi depredations in Europe.” 

He does lament, however, the lack of thorough investigations 

and reports “on war damage to historic monuments and works 

of art in territories occupied by the Japanese, especially in 

Korea and the Philippines” (1988, p. 207).

ⅹⅳ		The Seattle Art Museum blog entry on Sherman E. Lee refers 

to the work by Lee and his colleagues in helping set up the 

Japanese national archives and even the park system (Berman, 

2014), though I have yet to confirm the nature of the work for 

parks. 

ⅹⅴ		 Asuka Sakaino, from the National Research Institute for 

Cultural Properties.

ⅹⅵ		 In one example Lee (1997) refers to the interpreter of the 

meetings, Kurata Bunsaku, a scholar of Buddhist sculpture and 

later a revered director of the Nara National Museum.

ⅹⅶ　 Stout was the lead character in the 2013 George Clooney 

film The Monuments Men, a fictionalized rendition of the work 

by art scholars in the European theatre. Though Stout was the 

initial force for the A&M team, having arrived in Tokyo in 

October, 1945, he left Japan in mid-1946 (we may speculate 

that sheer exhaustion and/or the fact that his area was actually 

European art and he longed to return to it may have been 

among the reasons for his decision to leave). 

ⅹⅷ　Exchange of letters between Stout and Lee, Archives of 

American Arts, starting on October 10, 1946, when Stout was 

back at the Fogg. The letters relate to information and books 

on methods to repair cultural property in Japan. 

ⅹⅸ　Most scholars now agree that the final decision to remove 

Kyoto from the list—Nara was never a target—was made by 

then Secretary of War Henry Stimson. 

ⅹⅹ　 In fact it was Warner himself who worked relentlessly to 

reach Tokyo, as his letters to Stout demonstrate.  Considered 

too old for any formal military assignment, his prestige and 

his persistence, after months of letter-writing, finally overcame 

resistance and he sailed for Japan in March, 1946.

ⅹⅹⅰ　Text of the 1950 Law (Japanese original): http://law.e-gov.

go.jp/htmldata/S25/S25HO214.html (English version):

　http://www.unesco.org/culture/natlaws/media/pdf/japan/japan_

lawprotectionculturalproperty_engtof.pdf

ⅹⅹⅱ　The Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the 

Event of Armed Conflict and its First Protocol were signed on 

May 14, 1954 in The Hague. The Second Protocol was signed 

on March 26, 1999 (prompted by the cultural destructions of 

the Balkan Wars), also in the Hague. The Convention’s history 

and background is detailed at:

　http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/armed-conflict-

and-heritage/the-hague-convention/

ⅹⅹⅲ　The full text of the speech by the ICC president at The Hague 

on June 13, 2016 can be seen at:

　https://www.icc-cpi.int/itemsDocuments/160613-Remarks-of-

ICC-President-at-Europe-Lecture-2016.pdf

　On the specific case of the destruction of cultural property in 

Mali, see case review by the International Committee of the 

Red Cross https://www.icrc.org/casebook/doc/case-study/mali-

destruction-of-world-cultural-heritage.htm 
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