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from the Upper Palaeolithic (Ministry of Culture and Communication 2019b). The Lascaux 

Cave is located within the Vézère Valley, one kilometre southeast of Montignac (Figure 5.31) 

(Xu et al. 2015:285). Set in Coniacian limestone, Lascaux Cave’s main entrance is 

approximately 100m above the Vézère River (Mauriac 2014: 242; Xu et al. 2015:285).  

 

 
Figure 5.31. Map indicating location of the Lascaux Cave (Xu et al. 2015:285).  
 

5.4.1 Discovery, significance and interference 
The Lascaux Cave was discovered on September 8th 1940, when 17 year old Marcel 

Ravidat was taking a stroll on an oak-covered hill above Montignac with his dog Robot (Figure 

5.32) (Mauriac 2014:240). Robot dug a hole at the base of an uprooted tree and Marcel rolled 

stones away to uncover the entrance of a potentially deep cave. Marcel returned four days later 

with three other teenagers, Jacques Marsal, Simon Coëncas and Georges Agniel to widen the 

hole and explore the cave. Soon after stumbling inside, they found “painted likenesses of wild 

bulls and horses running across the lamplit cave walls flickered into life, leaving the little group 

gaping in amazement and awe.” After their discovery, the boys confided in Léon Laval, their 
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school teacher, who immediately recognised their significance and sought the advice of Henri 

Breuil, renowned expert on cave art (Mauriac 2014:240). One month after confirming that the 

cave contained works of “long gone prehistoric humans”, Abi Breuil led the first team to record 

the figures through drawing and photography (Martin-Sanchez 2015:282). By December 1940, 

the cave had begun to receive an influx of visitors and it was classified as a Historical 

Monument. At the end of World War II, the landowner, Count Charles-Emmanuel de la 

Rochefoucauld, made the cave accessible to the public. Rock and sediment deposits that had 

blocked the entrance were removed. A bronze door was installed, and stairs were built to allow 

visitors to descend directly into the Hall of the Bulls. The cave floor (presumably containing 

archaeological evidence) was also lowered to create a visitor walkway and lighting was 

installed throughout the cave (Martin-Sanchez 2015:282). On July 14th 1948, the cave was 

officially opened to the public and the number of visitors quickly increased (Martin-Sanchez 

2015:282; Mauriac 2014:245).   

 

Visitors were particularly attracted to three spectacular chambers on which the 

reputation of the cave rests: The Hall of the Bulls, the largest chamber in the cave with 130 

figures (including 36 animal representations and 50 geometric symbols) (Figure 5.33); the 

Axial Gallery, with 161 figures covering the walls and vaulted ceiling (including 58 figurative 

representations dominated by animals such as cows, bulls, horses and deer and 46 geometric 

figures), and; the Nave, which is painted with four panels of animal and geometric figures that 

are viewable from different levels due to its downward slope (Martin-Sanchez 2015:280-281). 

In its first week after opening, the Lascaux Cave attracted 1,500 visitors, but this soon 

ballooned to 2,000 per day (Delluc and Delluc 1984:194). A year after the cave was opened to 

the public, mould appeared on the walls and by 1955, the natural climate of the cave became 

affected by condensation, excessive temperatures and high carbon dioxide levels (Mauriac 

2014:244-245; Martin-Sanchez 2015:283). In 1960, and after several failed attempts to restore 

the climatic balance, the presence of green stains was noted on the walls of the Hall of the Bulls 

and of the Axial Gallery. The Minister of Cultural Affairs, André Malraux, created a scientific 

commission “to study the changes inside the cave, find remedies, and bring the cave back to 

stable conditions” (Mauriac 2014:245). The commission compelled Count de la Rochefoucauld 

to shut the cave, and on April 18th 1963, the site was officially closed. Analyses of the green 

stains (the ‘green disease’) and associated algal colonies revealed it to be Braceaoccus minor 

caused by increased carbon dioxide and the lighting installed for visitation. The formation of a 

calcite film coating the walls was also noted, caused by condensation, and came to be known 
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as the ‘white disease’ (Martin-Sanchez 2015:283). Prior to the closure, more than one million 

visitors made pilgrimages to the site (Delluc and Delluc 1984:194; Martin-Sanchez 2015:279). 

After the cave’s closure, access to Lascaux was limited to five people per day, five days a week, 

for 35 minutes, in an effort to ensure stability within the cave (Mauriac 2014:245). Due to 

public demand, plans were made to create a life size replica of the Lascaux Cave, known as 

Lascaux II.  

 

	
Figure 5.32: Map of Lascaux Cave, France (Martin-Sanchez 2015:280). 
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Figure 5.33. The Hall of the Bulls in Lascaux Cave (Mauriac 2014:244).  
 

5.5 Site 2: Lascaux II 
Lascaux II is located in an abandoned quarry in the hill of Lascaux, overlooking the 

town of Montignac (James 2017:1368; Tournepiche 1993:72). It is located 300m downhill 

from the Lascaux Cave and consists of three separate facilities: the buried replica and museum 

chambers; a gift shop, and a seasonal ticket office. The site also contains a visitor car park, 

sheltered waiting areas and sitting areas. The buildings are connected via stairs and a mix of 

concrete and unpaved paths. There are also interpretive panels placed amongst path routes, 

between the car park and the replica, and between the exit of the replica and the stairs leading 

up to the gift shop.  

 

5.5.1 History of developments 
The development of Lascaux II began after the French state acquired the cave in 1972 

and authorised Count de la Rochefoucauld to have a life-size replica made near the original 

(Mauriac 2014:245). The first works were carried out between 1972-1975 with artist Monique 

Petral and sculptor Pierre Webster creating paintings using natural materials on experimental 

substrates (Delluc and Delluc 1984:195). A shortage of funds halted the project until March 

1980, when the General Council of the Dordogne and the Dordogne tourist board took it over 
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and completed it (Mauriac 2014:248). The construction of Lascaux II continued following the 

principles employed in the reproduction of the painted ceiling of Altamira, which was made at 

a 1:1 scale and on a support modelled from contours plotted in situ by stereophotogrammetry. 

The Institut Géographique National (IGN) used the same method to undertake a complete 

survey of Lascaux, collecting measurements that recorded it to one-millimetre accuracy 

(Delluc and Delluc 1984:195). These measurements were also deployed to create a Hall of the 

Bulls reproduction on display at the Grand-Palais in Paris in 1980. Lascaux II reproduces a 

total length of 35m from the Hall of the Bulls and the Axial Gallery, replicating the majority 

of Lascaux’s famous cave art (Delluc and Delluc 1984:195). Given the complexity and scale 

of the site, Lascaux II’s construction occurred in a series of steps.   

 

The walls of Lascaux II were made from a metal carcass that reproduces, slightly larger 

than actual size (Figure 5.34), the Axial Gallery and the Hall of the Bulls as calculated by the 

IGN. Next, a coating was applied to the inner face of the frame, which comprised of three 

layers of galvanised grating with a fine mesh. The frame was then positioned between two 

layers of cast concrete, creating a shell supported by masonry blocks before being suspended 

from steel girders in an effort to provide extra stability (Delluc and Delluc 1984:195). Lastly, 

a ‘skin’ layer was moulded onto the walls of the constructed frame by adding mortar. In the 

Axial Gallery, direct measurement of the original cave was used in an effort to create a 

geometrically accurate reproduction, while in the Hall of the Bulls, this was completed by a 

machine using 2,500 known points. The replica consists of 500 tonnes of modelled concrete, 

“reproducing every little bump and hollow of the original, with a precision of a few 

centimetres” (Delluc and Delluc 1984:195). Focus then turned to reproduce the paintings and 

the tints and textures of the original cave’s walls.  

 

To replicate the inside of the Lascaux Cave, sculptors and modellers first reproduced 

various tints of the limestone surfaces and consistently referred and compared their efforts to 

projected slides and 3D photographs of the original cave. Artists then copied “the animal 

figures and the signs as faithfully as possible.” This resulted in painters using colouring 

materials, including iron oxides (for yellow and red ochres) from the original cave and 

neighbouring sites including, burnt clays (for dark reds) from nearby Thivers (Delluc and 

Delluc 1984:195). Artists manipulated these materials by hand, including applying them to the 

reproduced rock surfaces using their fingers. They constantly checked their paintings within 

the original cave and worked for five years to completely reproduce the figures and signs 
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(Figure 5.35) (Tournepiche 1993:72; Delluc and Delluc 1984:195).  With the construction of 

the replica complete, a small museum (in front of the entrance of the replicated cave) was 

installed to provide information about Lascaux’s archaeology and historical environment 

(Delluc and Delluc 1984:195). Twenty years after the closure of the Lascaux Cave, Lascaux II 

opened to the public in 1983.  

	

	
Figure 5.34: Metal frame of Lascaux II during construction (Ministry of Culture and Communication 2016).  
 

	
Figure 5.35. Monique Peytral at work on one of the paintings in Lascaux II (Delluc and Delluc 1984:197).  
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5.5.2 The visit 
The tour officially begins after visitors have walked past the ticket office and gift shop, 

queued at the entrance of the replica and climbed down the stairs into the first of two museum 

chambers (Figures 5.36, 5.37 and 5.38). Here, visitors are met by a tour guide who shows them 

a map of the Lascaux Cave and explains that the site is 250m long, whereas the cave they are 

about to see is just 40 metres long and yet contains 85% of the original cave’s paintings. The 

guide then directs visitors to observe various images significant to Lascaux history: black and 

white photographs of the four boys who discovered the cave, coloured images of bacterial and 

fungal growths over the paintings, and a picture of the development of Lascaux II. After an 

enthusiastic telling of the how the original cave was found, the tour guide describes how the 

original cave was altered and opened to the public, receiving over one million visitors before 

its closure as a result of visitor damage. The guide emphasises damage to the original cave by 

motioning towards photographs of the green and white diseases growing over paintings of 

black cows.  After further explanations related to damage incurred at Lascaux, the guide 

emphasises the significance of Lascaux II by explaining that the site differs by just one 

centimetre from the original site’s walls. A set of double doors opens to reveal the second 

museum chamber.  

 

The second room of the museum holds display cases and more pictures, used to explain 

how the paintings in the Lascaux Cave were made. The archaeological significance of the cave 

is highlighted through explaining that the use of three colours in cave art (black, red and yellow) 

is exceedingly rare, and noting how findings in the Cave have been dated via radiocarbon 

techniques. Visitors are then directed to a picture of the Shaft Scene, which is the singular 

representation of a human inside the cave and told that while it is omitted from Lascaux II, it 

is on show in Lascaux IV, which opened in December 2016. After elaborating on Lascaux IV, 

the guide returns to the Lascaux Cave and begins to speculate over how and why people may 

have used the site. Another set of double doors then open to reveal the first of two reproduced 

chambers: The Hall of the Bulls (Figure 5.39).  
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Figure 5.36. On-site ticket office leading to the entrance of Lascaux II (Archaeology Travel 2018).  

	

	
Figure 5.37. Visitors queuing to go down into Lascaux II (Archaeology Travel 2018).  
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Figure 5.38. Stairs leading down to Lascaux II, which copies the entrance of the Lascaux Cave (Archaeology 
Travel 2018). 
 

 

Figure 5.39: The Hall of the Bulls in Lascaux II (Lascaux 2019).  
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Entering into the Hall of the Bulls, the guide explains that this is what the boys first 

saw when they discovered the cave. Using a torch to illuminate the rock art, visitors hear an 

explanation and description of the Unicorn Panel in addition to different interpretations that 

can be made through the shapes of the figures. The guide then moves the torch and focus to the 

first of the four large black bulls painted in the chamber, illuminating and describing each body 

part before moving onto a particularly large bull, which at five metres, is allegedly the world’s 

largest known bull painting. A couple of visitors ask considered questions over how the artists 

were able to reach the ceiling to paint the figures and if the painters considered slopes of the 

cave’s walls in their compositions. The guide then turns to paintings of horses, stating that there 

are 355 horses in Lascaux, which arguably makes the horse the most important animal in the 

cave. After further explanations and descriptions, the tour guide opens the door to the Axial 

Gallery and directs visitors inside, before closing the doors to muffle voices from the tour group 

entering the chamber behind.  

 

In contrast to the Hall of the Bulls, the Axial Gallery is cramped and narrow, forcing 

some of the 25-person group to lean up against its walls. The guide begins by describing and 

illuminating the painted ceiling with the torch, focusing on the horses, which are known for 

their small heads, short legs and large abdomens. After describing more painted animal figures 

(such as bulls, ibex and other types of horses), the guide highlights the presence of a rare 

emblemic symbol believed to have been made by the artists. However, it is emphasized that it 

is impossible to know the meaning behind these symbols. Visitors are then told that this is the 

end of their tour and the best way to exit is to return their gaze to the ceiling for one final look 

at the paintings. Single file, visitors walk up a set of stairs and exit onto a large open concrete 

platform which provides a view of the woodland. Low seating and signage encourage visitors 

to relax and read more about the original cave. Visitors finally follow a path up to the gift shop 

(selling souvenirs such as postcards, books, stuffed toys) and return to the car park. 	
 

5.7 Chapter summary 
This chapter has provided an opportunity to explore the effects and successes of these 

immersive rock art replicas. Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux II are developed sites that are 

designed to create an experience that mimics a visit to their original rock art caves. Yet in 

almost every way, their design, structure and placement are different, and this has implications 

for how visitors perceive, and are influenced by, them. The immersive replica at Chauvet Cave 



 114 

2 is housed inside a building that visitors enter from an enclosed concrete ramp after moving 

through the grounds and parking in the car park. Chauvet Cave is entered by descending a 

ladder after walking up a limestone escarpment surrounded by trees and shrubs leading to a 

wooden ramp and a bolted metal door. How can we determine the effects of these differences? 

Why do visitors attend these sites? Are they able to perceive these replicas as original in spite 

of their constructed differences? In its first year of operations Chauvet Cave 2 attracted 590,000 

visitors, far exceeding the target of 300,000 to 400,000 (Caverne du Pont d’Arc 2016:5). Since 

opening in 1983, Lascaux II has steadily attracted approximately 300,000 visitors per year and 

is considered the most visited replicated rock art site in the world (James 2016:519; The 

Guardian 2016b; Tournepiche 1993:72). Lascaux IV attracted 260,000 visitors in its first six 

months of opening, averaging 3,300 visitors per day (The Connexion 2017). To better 

understand why visitors flood into these sites and what immersive rock art replicas offer 

audiences in terms of visitor experience, I conducted visitor interviews at Lascaux II and 

Chauvet Cave 2. In the following chapter, I present the first of three chapters of results from 

my interviews.  
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6 Fieldwork report from Chauvet 
Cave 2 and Lascaux II	
 
6.1 Introduction 

This chapter uses fieldwork described and outlined in Chapters 4 and 5 as a foundation. 

It presents an analysis of the sample of visitors I interviewed at Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux 

II. It adopts a “classic market segmentation” approach which breaks down the visitor sample 

by demographics (age and gender), geography (country of residence), interest (motivation) and 

psychographic profile (opinions, attitudes). It is inspired by ‘traditional’ visitor studies which 

typically begin with a basic understanding of an attraction’s unique market segmentation 

(Black 2005:11). Yet in contrast to this standard visitor study approach, this chapter is not 

designed to present data, or an analysis, that can be used to breakdown and frame all visitors 

to an organisation. It cannot, and should not, be read this way. Instead, its primary aim is to 

characterise the profile of my visitor sample. It is designed solely to contextualise the 

qualitative analysis of visitor interviews presented in Chapters 7 and 8.  

 

I have shaped this chapter in several ways. I have limited this analysis to first responders 

of interviews because answers from second, third or fourth informants did not include enough 

information to adequately separate their responses from others in their visiting party. I have 

restricted this analysis to interview questions with yes/no answers or questions with a pre-

coded response because questions that required an open response (such as those exploring a 

visitor’s opinion) were subjected to thematic analysis and are thus included in the chapters that 

follow. I have presented an analysis of each site first and then compared them. I have done this 

in order to describe a narrative of visitors attending Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux II, and to 

explore how their interactions contribute to their perceptions of these immersive rock art 

replicas. I have included figures from LeSphinx IQ2, which was the software I used to manage, 

code, illustrate and analyse interview data (see Chapter 4 for a detailed description of these 

processes). I have also included a summary of data used in this chapter in Appendix D. It adds 
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a depth to this analysis by arranging responses by informant. Lastly, I have placed the interview 

schedule used to collect this data and shape this analysis in Appendix A.  

 

6.2 Chauvet Cave 2 
At the conclusion of on-site fieldwork at Chauvet Cave 2, I had conducted 41 face-to-

face interviews and collected a sample of 44 first responders. The majority of these interviews 

took place on the path directly outside of the replica and often immediately followed a visitor’s 

tour (Figure 6.1). Informants were most commonly from England (18) and then the Netherlands 

(six). 11 responders were singular residents from Scotland, Ireland, Denmark, Switzerland, 

Austria, Fiji, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Mexico and Sweden (Figure 6.2).   

 

The majority of informants were visiting the Ardèche for the first time (24), however a 

significant portion (20) had visited the region before (Figure 6.3). First time visitors often 

described visiting family and friends as a primary source of motivation to visit the department. 

For those returning to the region, seven (35%) had visited twice before, five (25%) had visited 

once before, and four (20%) had visited six or more times previously. Visitors who had visited 

six or more times returned to the region regularly once every two years or once a year. Despite 

the number of return visitors, informants were mostly visiting the Ardèche for one week (nine) 

or taking a day trip from another region (nine) (Figure 6.4).  

 

Respondents were typically visiting Chauvet Cave 2 with their spouse and/or with 

family (Figure 6.5). For those travelling with family, respondents were largely visiting the site 

without children under 10 (Figure 6.6). These informants were more likely to be taking a day 

trip to visit the replica, while those with children under 10 were typically staying in the region 

for one week or more. For informants travelling with children under 10, swimming, canoeing, 

sightseeing and visiting the markers were all cited as activities they were planning to do or had 

done while visiting the region.  
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Figure 6.1. Interviews at Chauvet Cave 2 by location.  

 

 
Figure 6.2. Countries of residence of respondents interviewed at Chauvet Cave 2. 

 

 
Figure 6.3. Provision of first-time and return visitors to the Ardèche.  
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Figure 6.4. Length of a respondent’s stay in the Ardèche.   
 

 

Figure 6.5. Composition of visiting parties to Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

 

Figure 6.6. Provision of visitors travelling with or without children in the Ardèche.   
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While visiting Chauvet Cave 2, respondents largely stayed in tourist accommodation in 

its surrounding region, the Ardèche (Figure 6.7). Vallon Pont d’Arc served as the most 

common town for an informant’s accommodation (nine) yet a variety of small villages served 

as alternative destinations, including Sampzon (two) and Privas (one). The number of day 

trippers to Chauvet Cave 2 resulted in alternative locations for visitor accommodation. This 

included Provence (four) and Vaucluse (two). Seven respondents stated that they were not 

staying in tourist accommodation and were staying with family and friends instead. This is 

recognised in the ‘Not applicable’ category in Figure 6.7.   

 

Visitors attending Chauvet Cave 2 were typically travelling through the Ardèche as part 

of a larger itinerary (30). These plans included domestic travel in France and broader travel 

through Europe (Figure 6.8). In France, popular destinations included Normandy, Paris and 

Nice, while prevalent destinations in Europe included Spain, Italy, Croatia, Portugal and 

Germany.  

 

Informants were motivated to visit the Ardèche for a variety of reasons. Enjoying the 

climate or scenery (eight), to visit family or friends (eight) or specifically to see Chauvet Cave 

2 (seven) were frequently cited. Less prominent responses included visiting the region due to 

its diverse activities (three) or simply because someone had never been before (one). Relatedly, 

visitors described a range of main activities they were undertaking or had undertaken during 

their visit to the Ardèche. These typically included canoeing or kayaking on the Ardèche River 

(nine), swimming (seven), and visiting the Pont d’Arc or exploring the gorges (six).  

 

The majority of responders did not cite the original Chauvet Cave’s presence on the 

World Heritage List as a source of motivation to visit its replica (Figure 6.9). Interviewees 

either stated that they were not aware of the Cave’s presence on the World Heritage List or that 

they were aware of it yet perceived it as an additional fact rather than as a motivational source. 

For visitors who stated that Chauvet Cave’s presence on the World Heritage List motivated 

them to visit Chauvet Cave 2, it was the significance and status attributed to it that served as a 

driving force for their attendance.   

 

Respondents were overwhelmingly visiting Chauvet Cave 2 for the first time (43 or 

97.7%). This was expected given that fieldwork occurred merely 16 months after the opening 

of the Chauvet Cave 2 yet an unexpected outcome was that one respondent was visiting for a 
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second time. The return visit was motivated by the desire to show a family member the site and 

occurred one year after his first visit, during a day trip from Gard.    

 

Most visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 planned their visit prior to arriving in the Ardèche 

(Figure 6.10). From these visitors, 17 (47.2%) stated that their visit to the replica was the main 

reason for coming to the Ardèche while 11 (30.6%) stated that Chauvet Cave 2 served as an 

important reason for their visit but among others (Figure 6.11). Respondents who stated that 

they were motivated to come into the area to see family and friends or as a result of passing 

through to another location primarily composed that their visit to Chauvet Cave 2 was one 

reason among others or a secondary reason for their being in the Ardèche.   

 

Visitors to the Chauvet Cave 2 heard about the site through six ways: the media (TV, 

film, radio or newspapers) (11); speaking to someone (typically recommendations from 

relatives, friends or colleagues who had visited the site) (10); the internet (nine); brochures 

(typically at tourist accommodation) (five); driving past during a previous visit (four), or; at 

school or university (two). While the number of respondents hearing about the site through the 

media was expected given the replica’s publicity, there was an unexpected outcome of within 

this category. Visitors cited specific articles they’d read online or in the newspaper. Jonathan 

Jones’s article from The Guardian (2015), “Don’t fall for a fake: the Chauvet cave art replica 

is nonsense” was cited numerous times. Responders who cited this article recalled its 

contention that Chauvet Cave 2 is “patronising nonsense” that treats visitors “like fools”. They 

were typically annoyed the replica had been reviewed in this way and became curious about 

how they would personally react to visiting Chauvet Cave 2.  
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Figure 6.7. Visitor accommodation by department in and around the Ardèche.  

 

 
Figure 6.8. Portion of visitors travelling as part of a larger itinerary in France. 

 

 
Figure 6.9. Portion of visitors using Chauvet Cave on the World Heritage List as a motivational source to attend 
Chauvet Cave 2. 
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Figure 6.10. Portion of first-time visitors to Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

 
Figure 6.11. Visit to Chauvet Cave 2 rated by level of importance 

 

In contrast to Figure 6.5 where multiple answers were possible to determine the 

composition of a respondent’s visitor group, Figure 6.12 illustrates that informants were largely 

accompanied by family (29) or with their spouse (13). While this corresponds to the reasons 

why visitors came to the Ardèche (such as to visit family or enjoy a holiday while travelling 

with children), there was also an informant visiting alone and another that was visiting with 

friends. Expectedly, their motivations for visiting the region were different. The respondent 

visiting alone was travelling through the region in between holiday destinations, while the other 

was visiting friends. Nevertheless, the primary composition of the visiting parties (family or a 
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spouse) suggest that the experience offered by the replica is social, providing an opportunity 

for visitors to spend time with family.    

 

Responders largely noted themselves (25), and subsequently their spouse (8), as the 

person who came up with the idea of visiting Chauvet Cave 2 (Figure 6.13). Interestingly, 

visiting parties with two first responders stated that they both came up with the idea to visit 

and would have visited the site regardless of others they were attending with.  

 

 The majority of visitors (36) were eager to see the paintings during their visit to Chauvet 

Cave 2 and desired to feel like they were visiting a real cave (23) (Figure 6.14). An unexpected 

outcome to this question was that three informant answers could not be coded into these pre-

determined categories because they were looking forward to seeing, or learning about, the 

replica itself. These responses are particularly interesting when considered in conjunction with 

an informant’s previous visitor experiences. While respondents were eager to see what the 

paintings looked like and to experience feelings of visiting the real cave, only six (14.3%) had 

previously visited cave sites and rock art sites prior to attending Chauvet Cave 2 (Figure 6.15). 

A further eight (19%) had not visited rock art or cave sites before at all. Yet the wide variety 

of respondents had singularly visited cave sites (no rock art) (15 or 35.7%) or rock art sites (no 

cave sites) (13 or 31%).  

 

Informants who had previously visited cave sites prior to attending Chauvet Cave 2 

often recalled that these experiences took place on previous holidays and thus referred to a 

wide variety of destinations including USA, Ireland, Canada, South America, Greece and 

France. Similarly, respondents who had visited rock art sites remembered that these 

experiences took place on holidays and referred to specific sites such as the original and 

replicated Lascaux Cave, Pech Merle, Altamira, and broader areas including the Northern 

Territory in Australia and southwest USA. An unexpected element to these recollections were 

the vivid detail in which they were recalled by some visitors and how particular elements of 

their visiting experience surpassed the site itself. I return to these memories in Chapters 7 and 

8.  
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Figure 6.12. Composition of visiting parties (single answer only) to Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

 

Figure 6.13. Portion of visitors who came up with the idea to visit Chauvet Cave 2.   

 

 

Figure 6.14. Interests of visitors attending Chauvet Cave 2.  
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Figure 6.15. Previous experiences of visitors to Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

One of the most significant results stemming from this interview schedule is the 

perception of the replica as real/authentic or not. Twenty-two (52.4%) visitors experienced a 

moment where they perceived the replica as real while 20 (47.6%) did not (Figure 6.16). 

Further, whether a visitor had previously attended a rock art site or cave site (or both), did not 

seem to affect their momentary impression of authenticity. As such, those who had visited rock 

art sites prior to attending the replica contrastingly viewed the replica as real or not real. 

Perceptions of realness and factors influencing these views are presented and discussed in 

Chapters 7 and 8. Despite the opposing perceptions of authenticity, 32 visitors would 

recommend Chauvet Cave 2 to others while one visitor would not. While this question (Q34 in 

Appendix A) had a lower response rate of 75% (33), the visitor who would not recommend 

Chauvet Cave 2 based their decision on the belief that they were visiting an original cave and 

stated that they would have not visited the site if they had known it was a replica. As such, their 

response is related to a mismatch between their expectation of the site and what Chauvet Cave 

2 is.    

 

A vast majority of respondents (36) stated that they would visit rock art replicas in the 

future while three did not. One of the most unexpected outcomes to affirmative responses were 

that they were connected to a range of conditions, such as situated in a convenient location. 

Negative responses were often connected to the belief that Chauvet Cave 2 replicated the oldest 

and most significant rock art site and thus another site could not offer them a better replica.  
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Another significant response for this research is whether a respondent preferred to visit 

Chauvet Cave 2 or the Chauvet Cave, if given a hypothetical opportunity. As illustrated in 

Figure 6.17, respondents largely preferred to visit the Chauvet Cave (30) compared to its 

replica (13). I outline reasons for this in Chapters 7 and 8 and discuss these implications in 

Chapter 9.  

 

A final significant response for this research were that a majority of informants 

preferred physical rock art replicas (31) in comparison to virtual reality constructions (12) 

(Figure 6.18). One unexpected outcome of this question was the way in which respondents 

disliked virtual reality and digital technologies. I return to this in Chapters 7, 8 and 9. Another 

unexpected outcome from this question were that younger respondents (under 40) 

predominately preferred a physical replica. This is interesting given that digital technologies 

and digital based interpretations are often developed and designed to appeal to younger people 

(Champion 2014; Falk and Dierking 2012). Females represented the largest portion of those 

interviewed at Chauvet Cave 2 while those aged 50 and above were the dominant age group 

(Figures 6.19 and 6.20).  

 

 

Figure 6.16. Portion of visitors experiencing a momentary impression of realness in Chauvet Cave 2’s replica.  
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Figure 6.17. Portion of visitors preferring original or replicated rock art sites at Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

 
Figure 6.18. Preference for physical or digital replicas from visitors at Chauvet Cave 2.   
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Figure 6.19. Gender of visitors interviewed at Chauvet Cave 2.  

 
Figure 6.20. Age of respondents interviewed at the Chauvet Cave 2.  

 
6.3 Lascaux II 

At the conclusion of fieldwork at Lascaux II, I had conducted 45 interviews, resulting 

in a sample of 50 first responders. The majority of these interviews took place on the path 

directly outside of the replica (26) and outside of the souvenir shop (18) (Figure 6.21). 

Responders were overwhelmingly visiting from their homes in England (30) and the USA 

(eight) (Figure 6.22). Informants also represented single residents of Israel, New Zealand, 

Germany, Italy, Netherlands and India, which is represented as ‘other’ in Figure 6.22.  
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Responders were typically first-time visitors to the Dordogne (30) yet return visitors to 

the region composed a significant portion of the sample (19) (Figure 6.23). The majority of 

return visitors had toured the region three times (six), six times (five) or twice (four) before. 

Despite the prevalence of return visitors, the majority of responders were staying in the region 

for two weeks (18) or one week (11), while the minority were visiting for the weekend (four) 

or for the day (two) (Figure 6.24). Within these travels, responders to Lascaux II were largely 

attending with their partner/spouse (45) and/or with family (39) and without children under 10 

(Figures 6.25 and 6.26).  

 

Informants typically stayed in tourist accommodation in the Dordogne (28) or Lot 

(seven) (Figure 6.27). Within the Dordogne, Sarlat-la-Canéda (eight) and Montignac (five) 

were the most popular villages for tourist accommodation. As part of their visit to the region, 

the majority of responders were not travelling more broadly (28) yet a significant portion were 

(22). Of those travelling more broadly, Paris was the most likely destination for these travels 

with six responders stating that they had visited or were planning to visit the city.  

 

Responders were motivated to visit the Dordogne for a variety of reasons. Common 

responses included being motivated by an interest in, or desire to see, caves and archaeological 

sites (six); the desire to see Lascaux II specifically (five); an interest in history (three); a 

previous visit (three), or; to see friends and family (three).  

 

During their stay in the region, responders were undertaking a range of activities apart 

from their visit to Lascaux II. Canoeing (11) and general sightseeing (eight) were the most 

popular activities, while cycling and swimming (five) and visiting chateaus (four) were less 

prevalent. Twenty-seven (54%) informants stated that they were not intending to, or did not, 

visit a rock art site or cave site during their visit to the region (Figure 6.28). This was 

unexpected because of the abundance of well-known original rock art sites and cave sights in 

the Dordogne. For those who chose to visit cave sites during their stay, Gouffre de Padirac 

(five) was cited as the most popular attraction while Grotte de Rouffignac (three), Pech Merle 

(two) and Font-de-Gaume (one) were cited as rock art site destinations.  
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Figure 6.21. Location of interviews at Lascaux II. 

 

 
Figure 6.22. Countries of residence of visitors interviewed at Lascaux II.  

 

 
Figure 6.23. Portion of respondents visiting the Dordogne for the first time.  
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Figure 6.24. Length of a respondent’s stay in the Dordogne.   

 

 

Figure 6.25: Composition of visiting parties to Lascaux II. 

 

 

Figure 6.26. Portion of visitors travelling with and without children to Lascaux II.  
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Figure 6.27. Portion of visitor accommodation by department in and around the Dordogne.  

 

 

Figure 6.28. Portion of visitors attending rock art and cave sites during their stay in the Dordogne.  

 

The majority of responders (30) interviewed at Lascaux II did not attribute the Lascaux 

Cave’s presence on the World Heritage List as a source of motivation to visit (Figure 6.29). 

One of the most surprising elements to responses from visitors were that the majority were 

largely unaware of the site’s inclusion on the List despite many describing Lascaux Cave as 

‘significant’, ‘famous’, ‘unique’, ‘important’, etc. For responders who stated that the List was 

a source of motivation, their answers were often contextualised through referring to visiting 

other sites on the List they had visited on previous holidays.  

 

The majority of informants (41) were visiting Lascaux II for the first time (Figure 6.30). 

Of the nine that had visited before, six had visited once before while three had visited twice 

before. Interestingly, seven of the nine return visitors had visited Lascaux II for the first time 
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over 10 years ago. This often meant that visitors had attended the site as children with their 

parents and were now visiting with children of their own. Yet one respondent had visited 

Lascaux II in the past year while another visited between one and five years ago.  

 

Despite the option to purchase a joint ticket for Lascaux II and Le Thot at a discounted 

price, the majority of responders (44) purchased a single ticket to visit Lascaux II (Figure 6.31). 

This largely corresponds with the number of responders (45) who had planned to visit Lascaux 

II prior to their arrival in the Dordogne. Twenty-three of these responders stated that the site 

served as an important reason but among others to visit the Dordogne while 17 stated that 

Lascaux II served as the main reason for their presence in the region (Figure 6.32). The 

prevalence of visitors stating that the site served as the main reason for their visit to the 

Dordogne assists in understanding the role Lascaux II plays in attracting tourists to the area.  

 

Responders heard about Lascaux II from a variety of sources. Frequently cited sources 

included speaking to someone (12), the internet (seven) or at school and university (four). Less 

frequently, visitors cited books and magazines (four), from previous visits to the region (three), 

or; TV (two). Five responders stated that they knew about Lascaux II simply because it was 

“famous” and could not cite a specific source or remember where they had first heard about it.  

 

Figure 6.33 illustrates that the majority of responders were visiting Lascaux II with 

their families (40) and subsequently with friends (five) or with a spouse (five). Interestingly, 

while responders were largely accompanied by their families, a majority (29) identified 

themselves as coming up with the idea to visit Lascaux II (Figure 6.34). Responders were 

primarily looking forward seeing what the rock art paintings looked like (44) and subsequently 

the feeling of visiting the real cave (36) (Figure 6.35).  

 

One of the most interesting responses to the interview schedule related to a visitor’s 

previous visits to cave and rock art sites (Figure 6.36). Interviewees were almost as equally 

likely to have visited both cave sites and rock art sites prior to attending Lascaux II (16) or 

cave sites (15) as they were to have not visited them at all (15). For visitors who had attended 

both cave sites and rock art sites before, attractions included specific sites, such as Grotte de 

Niaux, and wider recollections of sites visited on holiday in Australia, France and USA. For 

those who had attended only cave sites before, attractions included caves in Spain and Turkey, 
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while those who had visited only rock art sites recalled visits to sites in France, such as Grotte 

de Rouffignac.  

 

Significantly for this research, 29 (58%) respondents perceived the immersive rock art 

replica as authentic/real during their tour of Lascaux II, while 21 (42%) did not (Figure 6.37). 

While I return to the reasons behind these perceptions in Chapter 8, this finding is important. 

When considered alongside previous experiences of visitors attending rock art and/or cave 

sites, it suggests that previous experiences did not wholly influence the perception of 

authenticity of Lascaux II. As an example, visitors described the site as an ‘authentic’ cave site 

because it ‘felt’ like a cave but also reported never visiting a cave site prior to their attendance 

at Lascaux II.   

 

An overwhelming majority of respondents at Lascaux II (47) stated that they would 

visit other rock art replicas in the future while two stated that they would not (Figure 6.38). For 

visitors who stated that they would visit rock art replicas in the future, responses ranged from 

a straightforward ‘yes’ to a response with a variety of contingencies. Contingencies included 

requiring the replica to be in a convenient location, and I will return to these responses below. 

For a visitor who stated that they would not visit rock art replicas in the future, their response 

was based on the perception that Lascaux II was the best available. This is interesting given 

that at the time of my visit, Lascaux IV was visibly being constructed down the road from the 

site and that 32 respondents expressed an interest in visiting it in the future. Nevertheless, it is 

important to note that an interest Lascaux IV may have been encouraged by guides at Lascaux 

II. Guides informed 37 informants about the site during their tour of the replica. Only three 

informants were aware of Lascaux IV prior to their arrival in the Dordogne. They described 

their disappointment in having to visit Lascaux II because they expected to visit it. The opening 

of Lascaux IV was delayed as a result of issues with contractors (Delphine Rabat pers. comm. 

2016).  

 

Another significant finding for this study was that 30 respondents (65.2%) preferred to 

visit the original Lascaux Cave compared to 16 (34.8%) who chose to visit Lascaux II, if the 

hypothetical option were available (Figure 6.39). One unexpected result from this question was 

that those who preferred to visit the original (which I explore further in Chapters 7 and 8) had 

prior knowledge of the extent to which their visit could damage the cave but preferred to visit 

it regardless. For those preferring the replica, responses included an appreciation of the 
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workmanship invested into Lascaux II and the history and significance of the site itself. In 

contrast, the preference for choosing between a digital or physical replica was overwhelmingly 

one sided.  

 

Forty-four (89.4%) respondents chose to visit a physical replica compared to five 

(10.2%) informants who preferred a digital replica, if they were given the option (Figure 6.40). 

While this margin could be attributed to interviewing visitors to a physically replicated site, 

there were several unexpected responses from those who preferred this format over a digital 

interpretation. Visitors often associated digital replicas with being “for the next generation” or 

described themselves as “not a digital type person” thereby separating themselves from the 

technology. For visitors who preferred a digital replica, appeal arose from the ability of the 

technology to offer visitors a new or different experience, as well as allowing visitors a 

convenient way to access a representation of the site. These findings have been discussed in 

relation to Lascaux II arose from 34 females and 16 males, primarily aged between 40-49 and 

50 or more (Figures 6.41 and 6.42).  

 

 

Figure 6.29. Portion of visitors using the Lascaux Cave’s presence on the World Heritage List as a source of 
motivation to visit Lascaux II.  
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Figure 6.30. Comparison of visitors attending Lascaux II for the first or second time.  

 

 

Figure 6.31. Comparison of visitors purchasing tickets to Lascaux II or joint tickets to Le Thot.  

 

 

 Figure 6.32. Visit to Lascaux II ranked by level of importance by respondents.  
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Figure 6.33. Composition of responder visiting parties (single response only) at Lascaux II.  

 

 

Figure 6.34. Portion of visitors who came up with the idea to visit Lascaux II.  

 

 

Figure 6.35. Interests of visitors attending Lascaux II.  
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Figure 6.36. Previous experiences of visitors attending cave sites and rock art sites at Lascaux II.   

 

 

Figure 6.37. Comparison of visitors perceiving Lascaux II as a real cave during their tour.  

 
Figure 6.38. Preference of visitors at Lascaux II attending rock art replicas in the future.  
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Figure 6.39. Preference for visiting the original Lascaux Cave compared to the replica of Lascaux II.  
 

 

Figure 6.40. Preference for physical or digital replicas from informants at Lascaux II.   

 

Figure 6.41.  Gender of interviewees at Lascaux II.  
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Figure 6.42. Age of respondents at Lascaux II.  

 

6.4 Site comparisons  
In this chapter, I have presented individual site findings from the two rock art replica 

sites explored in this research. As such, it is possible to compare the most popular responses of 

each in order to discern their similarities and differences. For both Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux 

II, interviews were largely collected on the path out of the replica (54.5% at Chauvet Cave 2 

and 52% at Lascaux II). Foreign interviewees predominately resided in England (60% at 

Lascaux II and 40.9% at Chauvet Cave 2), while the subsequent most common country of 

residence was the USA (16%) at Lascaux II and the Netherlands (13.6%) at Chauvet Cave 2. 

Responders were largely first-time visitors to the Dordogne and Ardèche however, there was a 

significant number of return visitors to the region (38.8% at Lascaux II and 45.5% at Chauvet 

Cave 2). Visitors to Lascaux II were often staying for two weeks or one week, while visitors 

to the Chauvet Cave 2 were often visiting for one week or for the day. Both sites were largely 

attended by visiting parties composed of families and/or a partner or spouse. The majority of 

visitors to both sites were travelling without children (60% at Lascaux II and 66.7% at Chauvet 

Cave 2) however, those travelling with children under 10 remained a significant portion of the 

sample. Visitors to both sites were often staying in tourist accommodation in the same region 

as the rock art replica however, more visitors to the Ardèche were staying with family and 

friends than those who were visiting the Dordogne.  
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Visitors to Lascaux II were often motivated to visit the Dordogne due to their interest 

in art, history or archaeology, an interest in caves or to enjoy the climate or scenery. In contrast, 

visitors to the Chauvet Cave 2 were primarily motivated by a desire to enjoy the climate and 

scenery, to visit the replica specifically or to visit family and friends in the region. Interestingly, 

visitors to both sites stated that their primary activities in the regions were canoeing and general 

sightseeing, yet less prominent activities differed in that visitors to Lascaux II were also visiting 

chateaus while those in the Ardèche were visiting the Pont d’Arc and gorges. For visitors to 

Lascaux II, the majority (54%) were not visiting a rock art or cave site however, a significant 

portion (46%) were planning to or had visited a cave or rock art site prior to their visit to the 

site. Similarly for both sites, visitors were often travelling more broadly (56% for Lascaux II 

and 73.2% for Chauvet Cave 2) yet there were a large number of visitors who confined their 

travel to the region (44% at Lascaux II and 26.8% at Chauvet Cave 2). The placement of the 

Lascaux Cave and Chauvet Cave on the UNESCO World Heritage List was predominately not 

a source of motivation to visit their respective replicas, yet it was cited in as a source in similar 

amounts at both sites (19.1% for Lascaux II and 28.6% for Chauvet Cave 2).  

 

Visitors to Lascaux II were primarily visiting the site for the first time (82%), however 

a significant number (18%) were returning for their second or third visit. Despite being open 

for 16 months at the time of my visit, Chauvet Cave 2 had attracted one (2.3%) return visitor. 

Visitors to Lascaux II mainly purchased a single ticket to the site as opposed to a joint 

discounted ticket with Le Thot. Visitors at Lascaux II had primarily planned their visit to the 

site before arriving in the Dordogne yet stated that the visit was an important reason to visit 

but among others. Visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 largely planned to visit prior to their arrival in 

the Ardèche and often stated that the visit was the primary reason for their stay. In further 

condensing the profile of visiting parties, 80% visited with their family, 10% with friends, 8% 

with a spouse/partner and 2% alone to Lascaux II. In contrast, 65.9% visitors attended with 

their families, 29.5% with a spouse/partner, 12.3% with friends and 2.3% alone to Chauvet 

Cave 2. In either case, visitors were most looking forward to seeing what the paintings looked 

like (91.7% for Lascaux II and 87.8% for Chauvet Cave 2) as well the feeling of visiting the 

real cave (75% for Lascaux II and 56.1% for Chauvet Cave 2).  

 

Interestingly, the numbers of visitors who had previously visited rock art and/or cave 

sites prior to their visits to Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 shared a range of similarities and 

differences. At Lascaux II, 32% visitors had previously visited cave and rock art sites before, 
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while 14.3% visitors had done this at Chauvet Cave 2. At Lascaux II, 30% visitors had not 

visited rock art or cave sites before while 19% visitors had done this at Chauvet Cave 2. Eight 

per cent of visitors to Lascaux II had also visited rock art sites (no cave sites) while 31% had 

accomplished this at Chauvet Cave 2. Yet similarly, 35.7% of visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 had 

attended cave sites (no rock art) prior to their experience of the replica while 30% had achieved 

this at Lascaux II. Visitors to Lascaux II had an increased amount of momentarily perceiving 

the cave as real during their tour (58%) when compared to visitors at Chauvet Cave 2 (52.4%). 

This is particularly interesting given the differences between the ages of the sites, the 

differences in the structures, and the diversity in experiences from audiences engaging with 

original rock art and cave art sites prior to their visit to Lascaux II.  

 

At both sites, visitors overwhelmingly stated that they would visit a rock art replica in 

the future. Visitors to both replica sites also preferred a physical replica as opposed to a digital 

display however, visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 increasingly preferred a digital replica (27.9%) 

compared to those at Lascaux II (10.2%). First responders of those interviewed at Lascaux II 

were predominately female (68%) with 32% male first responders and largely aged between 

40-49 or 50 or more. First responders at Chauvet Cave 2 were increasingly even with 52.3% 

female visitors as first responders and 47.7% male first responders, and slightly older with 

visitors aged largely aged between 50 or more or aged between 40-49.  

 

6.5 Chapter summary 
This fieldwork report has provided a profile of my visitors interviewed at Chauvet Cave 

2 and Lascaux II. It demonstrates that their encounters with these replicated rock art sites are 

shaped by prior knowledge and previous visiting experiences. It shows that these visitors 

travelled from a range of places to visit Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2. They attended these 

sites with contrasting groups of others, they stayed in tourist accommodation or with family 

and friends, and they participated in a range of other activities during their visits to these 

regions. They were motivated to attend Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 for different reasons. 

Some attended due to their interest in art or history while others were prompted by their desire 

to participate in a well-rounded family activity. These visitors also stayed in different places 

for different lengths of time. Some visited for a day trip and pilgrimaged from a department 

that was a 2 or 3 hours’ drive away, while others stayed for two weeks in the same department 

as the replica and filled their itinerary with leisurely sight-seeing activities. These visitors also 



 143 

had different types of experiences prior to their arrival at the replicated rock art site. Some had 

attended cave sites and/or rock art sites while others had not visited these sites at all. Perhaps 

most importantly, this report eludes to what follows in Chapters 7 and 8. These visitors viewed 

the replica differently. Most perceived Lascaux II as the original Lascaux Cave, even just for 

a moment, while others never observed the replica in this way. In order to further develop these 

conclusions and expand on the experience of visitors to Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2, it is 

essential to consider results from the analysis I performed on my sample of visitors to these 

sites.  
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7 Chauvet Cave 2 visitor 
interview analysis 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 This chapter presents the analysis of my visitor interviews at Chauvet Cave 2. It is 

designed to complement, and be considered separate from, the fieldwork report I presented in 

the previous chapter. Chapter 6 provided a ‘traditional’ breakdown of my sample of visitors to 

Chauvet Cave 2. This chapter recounts how these visitors perceived Chauvet Cave 2. Under 

the method of Actor-Network theory, it describes visitor perceptions through a range of actors. 

As I explained in Chapter 4, actors are people or things that play a certain role (Kéfi and Pallud 

2011:275). I positioned them as rock art replicas, original rock art sites, various management 

structures and tour guides. This chapter, then, talks through a visitor’s perception of each actor. 

It begins by describing visitor perceptions of the management structure and tour guide. It 

continues by revealing perceptions of Chauvet Cave 2’s replica. It concludes by detailing the 

ways in which visitors perceive the original Chauvet Cave. Taken together, these perceptions 

enable an understanding of the ways in which the visitor experience is shaped at Chauvet Cave 

2. 

 

7.2 Interactions with the management structure 
  Overall, visitors reported positive perceptions of their experience inside Chauvet Cave 

2’s replica. In broad terms, visitors found it ‘interesting’ and ‘amazing’. Their comments 

included:  

 
It was fantastic, I think (I15-R2-F-63) 

 
Yeah, I think it was interesting (I31-R2-F-18) 

 
 Yeah, it was fabulous, it was great (I29-R1-F-45)  
 

I thought it was brilliant. I think the whole centre is amazing. They’ve done a really 
good job of it… (I16-R1-F-33) 
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 Nevertheless, there were specific elements of the replica that resulted in contrasting 

perceptions by visitors. Visitors appreciated the replica’s detail, composition, immersive 

structure and wide walkways. In contrast, other visitors criticised the cost of the site, the 

replica’s lack of seating and small size. Overall, these comments are interesting because they 

emphasise that a visitor’s perception of the replica is dominated by their visual sense. This 

challenges the growing body of research that downplays the visual in favour of emphasising 

that experiences in heritage are primarily multi-sensorial (Black 2005). These comments also 

illustrate that some visitors are aware of the ways rock art replicas can benefit their visitor 

experience. These benefits not only relate to my discussion in Chapter 2, they demonstrate, 

more broadly, that there are situations in which visitors prefer to visit a replica in place of an 

original rock art site, even one that is open to the public. Comments from visitors included:  

 
Positive relations 
 

… It was very good. I thought the skulls were good (I41-R1-F-50) 
 
… I was impressed with the shading, the expressions and a lot of the depth [of the art] 
(I06-R1-F-61) 
 
...When you just start looking… You’re paying attention to the detail, it’s pretty terrific, 
the detail is just so fantastic so I’m very, very impressed (I35-R1-M-37)  
 
The way that the tour [replica] set up was good as well, how it kept building… It starts 
off the small things and then progressively, just when you think that it’s the end, there’s 
something bigger and more impressive… (I01-R3-F-19) 

 
…I definitely think that our children would have not been as interested if it had been 
walking around like an art gallery and see pictures on the walls… That would not have 
kept their interest as long (I17-R1-F-40) 
 
... The boardwalks make it very accessible… (I14-R1-M-37) 

 
… The accessibility for Mum, if it was a real cave she would’ve actually struggled with 
it, so I guess that’s a bit of a, you know, having the boardwalk maybe not to real but 
much more accessible for the older members of the party… (I14-R2-F-36) 
 
… I don't think we would have gone to see it if you'd had to go into a cavern with an 
uneven ground and things like that. Maybe if it was just two adults but caves are not 
always very easy with little ones (I17-R1-F-40) 
 
... We've been underground… where you've actually gone into the old buildings and 
they've built stones and… you're a bit more cautious, it's a bit more slippery with the 
kids, and there's natural elements to it. You are fearful because they could go down a 
little way and fall somewhere so, this just made it feel a lot more safer and controlled 
(I32-R1-M-39) 
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Negative relations 

 
…There wasn’t much I didn’t like. It could be a little bit bigger or longer… (I02-R1-
M-32) 

 
We were just discussing before we spoke to you, €55,000,000 on it, is that, is that a 
good use of money?... When they could have just hung, you know, some paintings on a 
wall?... Not so sure money well spent… (I37-R2-M-48) 

 
The only thing I would say is… I noticed a couple of people would’ve liked to have 
maybe sat. Standing for one hour, it’s maybe an access issue. That’s all (I07-R1-F-48) 

 

 In addition to these elements, visitors reported inherently positive and negative 

encounters with their tour and the ways in which it was communicated. Overall, visitors 

reported positive encounters with headphones given to them at the beginning of the tour, 

believing that they increased the audibility of the guide, and their levels of attention and 

immersion in the replica (Humphries 2006:75, Chapter 2). This suggests that the choice to 

provide visitors with headphones from 2016 by Chauvet Cave 2’s management in an effort to 

increase the immersion and audibility of the tour is being generally well received (Caverne du 

Pont d’Arc 2016:6). In contrast, visitors reported negative perceptions arising from the 

practicalities of their tour’s timing, duration, and speed, as well as a negative issue with the 

audio guide. In one way, it suggests that for some visitors, experiences of the replica could be 

improved if the length of the tour (50 minutes) increased to incorporate longer view times (four 

minutes) and greater space between tour groups (six minutes) (Chapter 5). In another, it 

highlights that tour timing and pacing set by Chauvet Cave 2’s management resulted in some 

visitors desiring more time inside the replica. As a result, they may be encouraged to return to 

the site and raise Chauvet Cave 2’s core business from first-time visitors to repeat audiences. 

During my visit to the site, management were encouraging repeat visitation for visitors by 

opening the replica at night, without a guide or a tour (Chapter 5). Comments from visitors 

included: 

 
Positive relations 
 

…I thought they [headphones] were good partly because they block out the noises from 
other groups so, actually you just concentrate on your group (I33-R1-M-45) 
 
I think it worked well with the headphones because… I was certain that other people in 
our group could definitely hear what was being said and they weren’t concentrating on 
the noise of the baby (I16-R1-F-33) 
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What was really nice was the headphones as well, you could hear perfectly what the 
girl [tour guide] was saying… (I01-R2-M-51) 
 
No, you could see they were coming in quite quickly behind…but they didn’t encroach 
on us and there didn’t seem to be any time pressure. We didn’t seem to be rushed but 
no, we weren’t affected by other groups (I32-R1-M-39) 
 
No, I mean I was aware of them [other tour groups] but it was timed absolutely spot on 
(I35-R1-M-37) 

 
Negative relations 
 

… And if you told people they couldn’t take their screaming babies in, that was… (I36-
R2-M-51) 
 
… I had a little trouble with…the English audio [guide]… We had to walk past certain 
areas to actually pick it up to make it work… We had to go to the front [of the group]. 
Somebody would’ve thought it we were positively rude but never mind, it was the only 
way we could get the thing to switch on, and obviously in French, they get a lot more 
information than we did… (I18-R1-F-65) 
 
…I think it could be a little more distance in between groups, that probably will make 
the experience a little bit more unique… (I01-R1-M-48) 
 
When we visit sites of archaeological or historical interest or museums or so, we are 
very slow and that’s a pace that people won’t like I think, and so, if you have so many 
people, so many tourists to get through a site, you have to be straight and push a little 
bit… (I10-R1-F-57) 
 
…. I like to be on my own when I visit a place so…. If I would know that the place was 
bigger, and I wouldn’t see a group somewhere then I’d feel like I can just enjoy without 
feeling a little bit of pressure [of the] … next group coming through (I03-R1-M-48) 
 
… There was one time we wanted a bit more time to look at the biggest masterpiece 
and we had to move on because on the other group… (I31-R1-F-19) 

 
… I would see more, like to see the pictures for a longer time… (I27-R2-F-73) 

 
If it were possible, we would like to stay two or three hours (I10-R2-M-65) 

 

7.3 Interactions with the tour guide 
 Visitors also reported contrasting perceptions of the tour guide. Visitors perceived tour 

guides positively by viewing them as knowledgeable, accessible, engaging and able to 

encourage perceptions of authenticity. These observations suggest that tour guides were 

effectively mediating a visitor’s intellectual access to the replica (Weiler and Walker 2014, 

Chapter 2). In contrast, one visitor desired more information from the tour guide in relation to 
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the original Chauvet Cave and two others described being inhibited in their ability to perceive 

the replica as authentic due to the guide’s interpretation of the site. As a whole, these 

perceptions emphasise the performative nature of the tour guide. This not only suggests that 

visitors desired to be entertained in the replica, it also suggests that this performance is shaped 

by the delivery of the tour and bolstered by the design of the replica. Comments from visitors 

included:   

 
Positive relations 
 

Yeah, it’s very nice, yeah, it was a very good tour and it had a lot of information (I26-
R1-F-45)  

 
…Great guide as well, she was brilliant, answered loads of questions that they had, so 
yeah, really good (I40-R2-F-45) 
 
It was well done. She kept… their entertainment so it was clearly interesting, and yeah, 
I was impressed, I was pleased about it, I felt like I’ve learnt enough (I37-R1-F-40)    
 
… The tour was very well done. It was really interesting… I thought it was quite 
accessible for all ages (I33-R2-F-46)  

 
… For me, I suppose, it was the things that the lady pointed a little bit that I wouldn’t 
have noticed looking myself like bear claw scratches and stuff like that. These kinds of 
little nuances that were quite cool... (I08-R1-F-35) 

 
Yeah, she did it, she did a very good job, I think. She told it with passion and took the 
time, I liked it (I13-R1-M-36) 
 
Well I actually think the best thing about it was our guide. She was great… She was 
very enthusiastic, and she described it really nicely… (I17-R1-F-40) 

 
… And it was a good tour guide, very understandable, very, a lot of good explanation 
so that’s what I like, because most of the time you get a guide, maybe, just some ear 
plugs, and you walk through the cavern and that’s it (I22-R1-F-32) 

 
Facilitated perceptions of authenticity 
 

I think the tour guide was very good because she really got you in the zone, like she'd 
talk to us and explain like ‘right this is a replica but let’s start thinking this way and 
everything’, so by the time the door opened you were already thinking you were going 
into a cave, you know, it was never really mentioned that it was a replica until we came 
out at the very end again, so it was very good (I29-R2-M-48) 
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Negative relations 
 

… There could have been a little bit more information, I think, for example… they did 
not tell us where is the original? Is it under us? Is it a kilometre away? Is it five 
kilometres away? And so, we wondered (I21-R1-F-35) 

 
Inhibited perceptions of authenticity 
 

… Although there were times when she [tour guide] said, 'in the real cave it's like this' 
and I was sort of like 'why didn't they make it, the way, the way?'... I thought it was 
going to be exact, but then I suppose I wouldn't want to crawl through and stuff 
anyway... (I17-R1-F-40) 
 
I think to me, I knew it was a replica, but I don’t think, it doesn’t matter for me… It’s 
only when you come out, she tells you it’s only like a third of the size, you think ‘gosh, 
wow’ but actually I think it’s a fantastic replica… (I23-R2-F-38) 

 

7.4 Interactions with the replica  
 In contrast to observations of the tour guide, visitor perceptions of the replica 

manifested in a variety of different ways. These perceptions not only related to observations of 

Chauvet Cave 2’s replica as inauthentic (thereby being limited to interacting with it as a replica) 

but also to the ways in which they were able to attribute meanings to the site. In their entirety, 

these perceptions resulted in a myriad of interactions connecting visitors to Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

7.4.1 Perceptions of inauthenticity 
Some visitors perceived Chauvet Cave 2 as a replica from the very beginning. Visitors 

described being motivated to attend the site because it was a replica and due to the perceived 

benefits it would afford them. This suggests that, for some visitors, the replica has a pulling 

power as a site on its own, one that is separate from the Chauvet Cave. Visitor comments 

included: 

 
… When we learned that they’d built the replica that prompted us to come and see it… 
(I38-R2-M-81) 

 
… We’ve been passing it and as we drove by we’ve kind of kept it in the back of our 
minds, didn’t we? ‘I wonder how that’s coming on’ and ‘how are they doing in there?’, 
so yeah, we pass by so that made us interested, you know? (I40-R2-F-45) 

 
…I don’t want to think we would have seen it [the replica] if you’d had to go into a 
cavern with an uneven ground and things like that, maybe if it was just two adults but 
caves are not always very easy with little ones (I17-R1-F-40) 
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 Nevertheless, most visitors perceived the replica as inauthentic during their experience 

inside it. Visitors perceived the replica was man-made due its appearance (such as its ‘plastic’ 

stalagmites and stalactites) and curated layout (including its ‘elevated’ walkway). This suggests 

that, for some visitors, these objects did not provide appropriate material clues to be perceived 

as from the past (Holtorf 2013, Chapter 3). Visitors also perceived the replica was fabricated 

due to its lack of a cave-like atmosphere (cold, humid, moist, dark). These perceptions of the 

environment are particularly interesting because they suggest that visitors desired for the 

replica to appear as realistic as possible. They wanted it to feel and look as a real cave. This 

suggests that management of Chauvet Cave 2 have an opportunity to alter the replica in such a 

way that would further align it with the look and feel of the original Chauvet Cave. While I 

emphasised the importance of visitors’ visual senses above, it seems that smells and 

atmospheric conditions of a cave are also desired by visitors. Altering temperature, sounds and 

smells in the replica are viable options for management, but I consider potential implications 

of these alterations in Chapter 9. Comments from visitors included:   

 
Appearance of the replica 
 

… I think the stalactites are the thing that probably give it away… (I14-R1-M-37) 
 
… There were times when you looked at the, the rocks and sort of calcite formations 
and it did look a little plastic… (I41-R1-F-50) 
 
… I mean I knew it wasn’t real but… I mean you get to look really closely [and] you 
can kind of see the fact that it was man made (I11-R1-M-33) 
 
No, I think they did an incredible job with the reconstruction… I mean the fact that 
you’re walking on an elevated pathway sort of, you know, it says ‘okay, I’m not in a 
real cave’ or, you know the climate… (I38-R1-M-55) 
 
Yeah, probably, if I thought about it too much, I think it reinforced it wasn’t real quite 
a few times, I think just the sort of layout of it, yes. It’s not too Disneyfied whereas, you 
know, Disneyfied can be a little bit too artificial so (I07-R1-F-48) 

 
Towards the end I did but not at the beginning... Because the one in Spain [Altamira], 
you don't have all the boardwalk thing so you're actually walking down, down on earth, 
so you feel more... cave like because it's earth, not the boardwalks that are here.... I 
think the stalactites are really artificial looking... I've been to the caves in Slovenia, 
which are huge caves, so much, much bigger than this one and it's real and it's all 
stalactites and stalagmites and it's fantastic... (I14-R3-F-67) 
 
No, it feels like a replica and then my son said, ‘the stalagmites, they look like plastic’, 
so yeah, it didn’t bother me but no, it’s a replica (I26-R1-F-45) 
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Environment of the replica 
 

…Maybe they can make it a bit more chillier because it’s not cold enough (I13-R3-M-
33) 

 
Sometimes it felt like a replica yes, I have to say, but that’s because we have seen some 
grottoes so it’s just different, the temperature is already different… That’s what’s a 
little bit missing but the paintings were great (I22-R1-F-32) 

 
Not quite there yet, no, not quite yet, no... Yep, see [holds up jacket], we were all ready 
to-. INT: Rug up?  I03-R1-M-48: With our jackets. We thought it was going to be super 
cold and humid, yeah, we actually did. We believed in the concept, you know... It wasn't 
as cold [laughs]… I felt it was totally a replica. From time to time you forget that you 
are in a replica, that's fair, but it looks a little fake from the caverns, from the caves 
that I have been [to]… They are much more humid (I03-R1-M-48) 

 
In most caves you get the water dripping down, don’t you? And we didn’t have that, no 
water dripping or anything like that, so you knew you weren’t in the real thing… (I27-
R1-M-74) 
 
I06-R1-F-61: … The water sounds and sounds in the caves and all that other stuff, 
which you really miss with the voice box [headphones], so that was the only thing, that, 
you know, I was. INT: Missing? I06-R1-F-61: Uh huh.   

 
…There’s too much light in there I find… Because in the beginning they told us that we 
have to look for the situations and for the feelings, and I find that it wasn’t possible 
with all the lights in there (I21-R1-F-35) 

 
I was never like 'oh my god, this is like being in a real cave'. No, I knew that I was in a 
facsimile… Caves smell a certain way and they feel a certain way... There’s a moist 
smell to caves… (I36-R1-F-52) 
 
…It wasn't as cold as a real cave would be... Or as damp or wet, and you probably 
didn't hear the sound of, in real caves you hear the sound, don't you, of the water and 
we didn't hear anything... and the smell, yeah, so the other senses, it was only, yeah, 
that's true isn't it? (I39-R2-F-52) 
 
... I wasn't sure what to expect but, on the information, it had said that it would make it 
feel like a cave, but it didn't at all because it was so warm, so you didn't feel like you 
were actually in a cave.... It didn't feel particularly moist or cold or any of those feelings 
that you get in a real cave... which probably is much more comfortable for all of the 
tourists coming through but... I was thinking 'oh am I going to be cold? You know, but 
you didn't (I33-R2-F-46) 

 
… I was never able to suspend my disbelief is how I would phrase it. There was no way 
I was ever going to forget... There's no way to walk into a building and not... They 
[caves] have a certain temperature... And that whole vague sense of moisture, if you 
could've piped that in, that would've helped... I had thought that it was recreated in 
another cave… (I36-R2-M-51) 
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  Additionally, there were several instances in which visitors described perceiving the 

replica as an original if they were not previously aware it was a reproduction. These perceptions 

are interesting because they relate to simulation (Baudrillard 1994; Eco 1987) rather than a 

constructed authenticity (Hampp and Schwan 2014) (Chapter 3). Comments from visitors 

included:  

 
… I think had I not known it was a replica I probably would have thought it was a real 
cave… (I39-R1-M-48)  

 
If we hadn’t been told, we would have probably believed… (I37-R1-F-40)  
 
… If we were knocked out and we woke up in there, you’d think you’re in a cave, you, 
you would not be so critical, but we walked sort of straight through a doorway into it, 
so of course (I41-R2-M-50) 

 

7.4.2 Values and meanings 
Complementary to these observations of inauthenticity, visitors perceived and 

attributed values towards replicas in a variety of ways. Visitors perceived rock art replicas, and 

replicas more broadly, as being able to preserve their original, provide a true representation of 

their original, facilitate an opportunity to ‘visit’ a site and create an enjoyable visiting 

experience. These perceptions are significant because they suggest that there is an opportunity 

for Chauvet Cave 2’s management to create additional strategies to emphasise the context in 

which the replica was created and how it now operates as a heritage management tool. 

Providing graphic panels, for example, detailing how the Chauvet Cave is conserved and the 

risk visitors pose if it was open to the public could serve this function. Printing information on 

the back of a visitor’s ticket detailing how a portion of their ticket price is used to preserve the 

Cave could also be used to emphasise this notion for the site. Visitor comments included: 

 
The replica preserves the original 

 
Well, of course, to see the original would be great but there’s always the risk of ruining 
it, you know, yeah, it’s the same thing you’d say with the Coral Reef – I’d love to do it, 
but I know if I did that I’d help with the fact it’s dying... A replica is absolutely fine, 
yeah, when it’s done in such detail (I35-R1-M-37) 
 
…I mean without knowing about it in advance I would probably choose to see the 
original for sure but like now that I understand about the sort of the heritage side and 
wanting to preserve something, I can understand it and I’ll be quite happy to see a 
replica... (I16-R2-M-38) 
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When it’s done like that, I don’t mind. I understand the need to preserve the original so 
when it’s done like that it’s amazing (I32-R1-M-39) 
 
I think there’s some public education needed surrounding the reasons why a replica is 
required because I don’t think people understand it’s damaged so easily, but if it’s done 
as well as this then I think yeah, replicas definitely (I16-R1-F-33) 

 
The replica is true to the original 
 

As long as they’re as good as this [laughs].... I mean it needs to be something that’s 
different again and a little bit exciting. I think seeing something as well done as this, it 
would be a shame to go somewhere that looks more like a fairground.... I think they’ve 
created something here that, that enables you to experience what the original looks like 
and feels like as, as much as you possibly can (I25-R1-M-55) 
 
… That [the replica] is totally acceptable, you know, you get a good sense of, you know, 
what it is and you see beautiful paintings and you just fully respect the original one so 
I think that’s okay, it works (I03-R1-M-48) 

 
The replica is morally right 
 

I don’t know because the replica protects the original, so we have to, you want to, you 
don’t want to feel like you are destroying something... I think it’s the right thing to do 
to make a facsimile (I41-R1-F-50) 

 
… I think to preserve the original, it’s only right to do the replica. Today we have the 
possibility to do such a replica so it’s almost the original, it looks like the original and 
even the feeling inside with the lights and whatever… (I015-R1-M-59) 

 
I don’t know because the replica protects the original, so we have to, you want to, you 
don’t want to feel like you are destroying something. I think it’s the right thing to do to 
make a facsimile (I41-R1-F-50) 

 
The replica can provide an improved experience 
 

… This is so convenient as an attraction for a family. If we had the kids with us, I’d be 
happy with the recreation because… it’s just more accessible and more convenient 
(I17-R1-F-40) 
 
But I can see going to, for instance, flying to Sydney and saying ‘okay, we have a week 
and we want to do this, and we want to do this. Oh my god, there’s a thing that we can 
go to that would show us some of the rock and a lot of the rock art’. I’m never going to 
go that far to actually see it but I would love to see a 3D version of it (I36-R1-F-52) 

 
I’d prefer this because you get far more interpretation about what’s going on. If you 
went around to the original, you couldn’t do what you’d just done... The guide said 
‘now that you’ve been here go to... this, this and this, and I think that’s the wrong way 
around. You should go to that, that and that and make sure the caverne is the final thing 
you visit because you’ve got far much more.... It kind of builds up and it gives you a 
basic knowledge so you can appreciate it a lot more... (I23-R1-M-42) 
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I don’t know if I’d see as much in the original though... I’m claustrophobic like it would 
depend on how, like what they could do to make the visitor experience like to make it 
like this right? [laughs] (I19-R1-F-47) 

 

 Visitors also perceived replicas in ways that not only positioned them as objects in their 

own right but also in ways that enabled them to release, and collect, meanings (Chapter 3). 

Visitors referred to an interest in Chauvet Cave 2’s construction, accuracy and status as a 

‘newer’ version of the Chauvet Cave. Some of these interests stemmed from sources visitors 

had read on the internet. As such, there is an opportunity for management of Chauvet Cave 2 

to explore ways in which features of the replica could be displayed online, or even on the 

replica’s website, to heighten a visitor’s anticipation of their experience to the site. Comments 

from visitors included:   

 
Replicas as objects in their own right 
 

…Once you read into it a bit more and you figure out what it is and how amazing the 
replication and everything is, it’s kind of yeah, all of a sudden it becomes a worthwhile 
thing to do… I sat down on the Internet last night and read a little but more about it 
and it seemed a lot more appealing for me. From a construction industry, the 
replication is quite interesting as well and seeing the information on the site about it 
being built and what’s gone into it and the mouldings and everything else, it’s really 
part of the experience for me as well (I32-R1-M-49) 
 
I think it… being a replica is kind of a bit ‘uh-oh’ but in itself I think there’s something 
interesting about it (I33-R1-M-45) 
 
…The information that we read online just sounded really interesting. The fact that 
obviously it was an amazing cave but the fact that it had been reproduced so accurately, 
that was, we’ve never heard about that being done before so that sounded quite 
interesting in itself, didn’t it?... (I33-R2-F-46) 

 
… We thought it’s so new, ‘oh great, if we can’t see the real thing at least we’ll see a 
new version… (I14-R2-M-50) 

 

More broadly, visitors perceived physical rock art replicas as being able to provide 

bodily use, spatial awareness and provide an increasingly realistic experience (Chapter 2). 

These perceptions are important because they support the contention that the management of 

Chauvet Cave 2 have an opportunity to create an increasingly multi-sensorial experience for 

visitors. Comments from visitors included: 
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Physical rock art replicas provide spatial awareness and bodily use 
 

... You have to walk through something to get from A to B... For me, there's also, there's 
that physical thing particularly in the environment like the caverne that walking 
through it… You start with hand prints and things get more and more sophisticated as 
you move along… (I25-R1-M-55) 

 
… I suppose, it's the impact of seeing actually in 3D rather than on representations you 
get that we knew from the film and from reading that the cave formed some of the shape 
of the animals. Without being able to walk round and see it, you don't have a clear 
understanding of what it's actually like... (I08-R1-F-35) 

 
 ...I think I prefer the physical, yeah, using my legs [laughs] (I14-R1-M-36) 
 

No, I’d prefer a physical… There’s just something about walking along… (I35-R1-M-
37) 
 
For me… I’d just prefer to be walking through (I40-R1-M-46) 

 
Physical rock art replicas provide a realistic experience 
 

… I'd say an original [physical]. I would want to do it [VR] but maybe just to make it 
easy to visit a lot more places than we can do, but with things that I really want to see, 
I want to see them in real life (I22-R1-F-32) 

 
I think that might be for their generation... Yeah, yeah, I reckon. However, it's colder 
in there and it feels very cave like, so I think that's, you know, you're trying to make 
something realistic (I41-R2-M-50) 
 
I think physical copy would be best, yeah, it’s a little more realistic (I30-R2-M-16) 

 
... I'm not a digital generation guy, give me the pure natural thing… (I13-R1-M-36) 

 

Interestingly, some visitors perceived virtual reality technologies as providing novel 

experiences. These typically related to the Midas Touch (Jaworski 2013, Chapter 2) and 

suggest that if virtual rock art replicas are developed, focus could be directed towards providing 

an experience that is currently not offered at a physically immersive replicated rock art site. 

Comments from visitors included:    

 
Virtual rock art replicas allow immersion, access and novel experiences 
 

… I think the nicest thing about the 3D replica though, is that you could make it 
available to people who cannot make it to this location, either due to distance or health 
or things like that (I38-R1-M-55) 

 
Probably the physical replica unless it was a different kind of experience. I mean [if] I 
could to walk into that experience and actually see cave people and how they were 
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living, like, if it could transport me back to what the experts think life was like and 
through a 3D experience like yeah, that would interest me (I19-R1-F-47) 

 
I think I like the physical copy. It would be very interesting if they did an animation say 
of somebody painting it that you could see through the glasses while looking at the 
physical copy, you know, if they showed something like that or if they showed the cave 
bear crawling and lying down where the skeleton is like they do on television, you know, 
when you see things... That would be very interesting because it would enhance what I 
felt my understanding of it is, but I'd like the physical to look at and to sketch if the 
possibility was there (I08-R1-F-35) 
 

In contrast to these perceptions, visitors made Chauvet Cave 2 intelligible in a variety 

of ways. In Chapter 3, I discussed Holtorf’s (2005:92-111) contentions in relation whether 

replicas can be considered metaphors for heritage. Here, I contextualise this discussion by 

illustrating that visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 made the replica meaningful in eight distinct ways. 

It is important to note, however, that these meanings are not only entwined with perceptions of 

authenticity, they are also actively encouraged by the presentation and interpretation of the 

replica at Chauvet Cave 2, which I described in Chapter 5 and return to in Chapter 9.  

 
Factual details 

 Visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 made the replica intelligible by citing various facts related 

to the site. Given the importance of these details, which are reiterated throughout the visiting 

experience of Chauvet Cave 2, there is an opportunity for site management to consider how 

these may be presented more effectively. This could involve using objects to attract visitors to 

graphics including this information or developing imagery to present this data more effectively 

(Bitgood 2000; Serrell 1996). Comments from visitors included:  

 
The real experience is 12°C, no? We are in the insulation of buildings and it’s always 
12°C between two walls, like in the cave, so (I13-R1-M-36) 

 
The fact that it was 36,000 years ago, and it was done by, I’ve wrongly described as 
cave men… (I23-R1-M-42) 
 
… I’ll be honest, when I saw it was a World Heritage site, even though it’s only a 
replica… (I01-R1-F-50) 

 
Commerce 

 Visitors also understood the site through notions of commerce. Visitors criticised the 

site’s cost and acknowledged the site as a tourist attraction. There is an opportunity for 

management of Chauvet Cave 2 to improve these perceptions by developing initiatives to 

emphasise the context of the replica’s operation. For example, management could produce 
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collateral which allows visitors to ‘see’ ongoing conservation and research of the Chauvet Cave 

or allow a product to be sold in the gift shop, such as a stuffed toy of a rhinoceros, which 

donates all proceeds to ongoing conservation of the Chauvet Cave. Comments from visitors 

included:   

 
… Quite frankly, it’s a tourist attraction so they can’t make it [the replica] too huge 
because you wouldn’t be able to get people through it (I35-R2-F-38) 
 
We were just discussing before we spoke to you – €55,000,000 on it, is that, is that a 
good use of money? … (I37-R2-M-48) 

 
This is €50,00,000, the visual [virtual reality] might be a lot cheaper [laughs] (I34-R1-
M-28) 

 

Remembrance 

 In contrast to commerce and factual details, visitors remembered other archaeological 

and geological sites they had attended to make the replica meaningful. One of the most 

unexpected elements of these recollections was the prominence of cave site visits. This is 

important because visitors used these memories to determine the replica’s authenticity. This 

further bolsters the contention that management of Chauvet Cave 2 have an opportunity to 

consider how elements of these visits, particularly appearance and atmospheric conditions, 

could be appropriated to the display of the replica. Comments from visitors included:   

 
… I’ve been into caves in different parts of the world and seen the stalactite formations 
and stalagmites…  (I08-R1-F-35) 

 
… We’ve cycled the Pyrenees, we went to some of the caves there, many years ago and 
then, we’ve been into some of the caves with the children… [to see] the stalagmites and 
stalactites (I07-R1-F-48) 
 
… We’ve been to lots [of caves] where, you know, the geology itself is what’s interesting 
with the stalagmites…(I17-R1-F-40) 
 
Yes, we went to one of the other caves last year or the year before, which was really 
good. It was an actual cave as opposed to a fake one, embellishment.... which was good, 
really enjoyed that as well, you know, it was cold and brilliantly lit and it was good. It 
was good to walk inside there, no cave drawings but just nice to see the natural area 
(I40-R1-M-46) 

 
... We quite enjoy caves, waterfalls, you know, those kinds of things so this is the first 
not real cave I’ve seen… It was pretty impressive, I mean you can go to Disneyland and 
see things that they’ve recreated, and it doesn’t look anything like that… (II4-R2-F-36) 
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Visitors also recalled visiting original and replica rock art sites. Comments from visitors 

included: 

 
… We have been to the caves at Altamira, the real caves, and I’ve been to the caves at 
Lascaux, the real caves, so I thought it would be good to see how good the reproduction 
is (I27-R2-F-73) 
 
Not replicas [laughs]. Original [rock art] ones…in Germany…some places in 
France… [and] in Tennessee [USA] (I05-R1-M-59) 
 
Lascaux and we have also been to… Perch Merle and also the one in Spain… Altamira, 
yes (I38-R2-M-81) 

 
I’ve seen some [rock art sites] in other parts of the world… In Burma, seen some in 
Nepal. Are there any others in Europe? (I25-R1-M-55) 
 
Yes, I have [seen rock art sites] … In Canada and in South America (I19-R1-F-47) 

 
Yeah because we've been to Lascaux [II] about 2 or 3 years ago and then we thought 
that this was kind of modelled on the idea of the replica.. I was very sceptical of the 
whole idea…When I got there on the day and we had to buy tickets a day in advance 
and I thought 'and this is not the real thing!' I was livid [laughs]. However, however, 
honestly put that to one side and Karen made the point, the argument that 'well you're 
going to a museum' and I said 'well, okay well alright, you know, I've been to the British 
Museum where they've ripped the Marbles from the Parthenon in Athens and put it all 
on the wall and I didn't really complain about that'. So, this is more impressive than 
that really because that's just slapped on a wall, they haven't really reconstructed it... 
(I41-R2-M-50) 

 

Identity 

 In addition to remembrance, visitors used concepts of identity to gain meaning from 

the replica. Some visitors felt proud of ‘their’ heritage and wanted to show family while others 

recommended the visit to their friends and colleagues. It is important to acknowledge here that 

while recommendations from family and friends are positioned as being able to influence the 

experience of a heritage site (Falk and Dierking 2012:86), these recommendations are 

becoming less influential and less important for tourists. Websites that allow people to review 

attractions, such as TripAdvisor, may now to be able to influence the experience of a site in 

much the same way. There is an opportunity for the management of Chauvet Cave 2 to consider 

how these websites influence the expectations of potential visitors and how they may be able 

to position the replica as separate from other attractions in the region. Comments from visitors 

include:  
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I thought it was good for her to see because this is one of the most famous things in 
Ardèche and in France… (I31-R2-F-18) (resides in the Ardèche)  
 
It’s part of something that everyone knows when you’re from this area so it’s 
something, if you’re in Vallon, you have to visit. It’s part of history (I28-R2-M-48) 
(family resides in the Ardèche) 

 
… [My] sister-in-law lives here and [she] gave the information (I13-R1-M-36) 
 
His parents [who live in the area] … They advise us, please go visit here because it’s 
a nice place to have a little bit of history (I22-R1-F-32) 
 
The friends that we are visiting, who live here, recommended this (I15-R1-M-59) 

 
Aesthetics 

 Visitors also made meaning from the aesthetics of the replica, and the broader Ardèche 

scenery. Nevertheless, a lack of perceptions related to aesthetics presents an opportunity for 

the management of Chauvet Cave 2 to explore the ways in which this notion can be bolstered. 

Initiatives including partnerships with Ardèche tourism organisations or increasing the use of 

imagery for publicity purposes could be used to address this. Comments from visitors included:  

 
To see the replica… to see if it was as beautiful it as I see on television (I12-R1-M-32) 

 
… We like the Ardèche because there’s lots to do, there’s lots to see, it’s absolutely 
beautiful, and there’s the river and we just like everything about it (I24-R1-M-56) 

 
Reflections 

 Visitors used reflections of time to attribute meaning to the replica. Interestingly, these 

reflections largely related to perceptions of authenticity and survival value. Jaworski 

(2013:293) suggests that we seem to value objects simply for surviving throughout the years. 

It is not a value that impacts our ability to engage or experience a historic object, but it is a 

value that is contained to an original. Only originals, such as the Chauvet Cave, can be valued 

for surviving tens of thousands of years. Comments from visitors included:  

 
It was saying to these guys [children] that we were going to show them the, you know, 
the earliest ever art… And the fact that it was 36,000 years ago and it was done by, 
I’ve wrongly described it as cave men, but they weren’t they didn’t dwell in the caves, 
just, just went in there [for] their art but yeah, it’s part of the learning journey (I23-
R1-M-42) 

 
... The kids were excited because they'd heard about the child's footprints that, that 
were several thousand years later so we said, 'there were kids like you visiting the cave 
thousands of years after and still thousands of years before us.' We thought that, that 
was kind of interesting (I41-R2-M-50)  
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...You know those hands that are in there? There are exactly the same hands on caves 
in Mungo National Park in New South Wales and I'm sure they are in the Northern 
Territory too, exactly the same images, about the same age, forty thousand years old. 
There are forty-thousand-year-old cave paintings in Australia, yeah, the hand images 
are exactly the same (I15-R1-M-59) 

 

Adventure 

 Visitors also made the replica meaningful through notions of adventure. One of the 

most interesting aspect to these notions was through preferences for physical rock art replicas 

more broadly. These preferences are significant because they relate to broader concepts in 

tourism and heritage about the role of escapism and pilgrimage in a visitor’s encounter with 

the past (Brown 1999; Falk and Dierking 2012; MacCannell 1973; Sheng and Chen 2012, 

2013). It seems that for these visitors, physical replicas are better suited for these purposes as 

opposed to virtual rock art replicas. Comments from visitors included:  

 
… I think like, just at the end she [tour guide] was telling me [that] this was a sacred 
place so it also kind of makes sense that, these were gifts to the God[s] or that there 
was some sort of ritual... (1I9-R1-F-47) 
 
.... There's something about the journey to get here and the fact that we've done a whole 
holiday around the build-up to this... From a preservation point of view, it's probably 
not what you want to hear, but it's part of the journey, it makes it more of an 
adventure… (I23-R1-M-42) 
 
I quite like the fact that we’re coming out for a day trip (I16-R2-M-38) 

 
Physical replica because if you're doing virtual reality, why do you come? (I06-R1-F-
61) 

 
I think I prefer the physical... Because a virtual one, I mean to come out here and sit 
behind a screen? You might as well stay home (I15-R2-F-63) 
 
… I think its [virtual reality] a bit weird because then you could be anywhere, couldn’t 
you? (I17-R1-F-40) 

 

Progress 

Visitors also perceived and made meaning from the replica in relation to notions of 

progress. Visitors perceived rock as embodying artistic expression and sophistication and as a 

result, attributed intelligence to past people. These ideas relate to Stone and Planel’s (1999:5) 

suggestion that modern audiences are starting to perceive Early Man as human beings with 

“social and spiritual dimensions” rather than with a “grunter groaner image” (Chapter 3). 
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Nevertheless, the lack of comments related to progress suggests that management of Chauvet 

Cave 2 have an opportunity to bolster visitor perceptions of this concept. Increasing 

interpretation emphasising the ways people may have moved through the landscape, used the 

Chauvet Cave, or how they lived could fulfil this aim. Comments from visitors included:  

 
Yes, it was amazing, it was fabulous... Just imagining, well just understanding how 
prehistoric humans were, still had the same artistic talent, like the genus' rose to the 
top and artistic expression is a part of the human condition, so I think that's a bit mind 
boggling... There was also spiritual expression that's 36,000 years old. That's pretty 
cool (1I9-R1-F-47) 

 
I thought it was absolutely fantastic actually, I mean, well at two levels. One, to 
appreciate the place itself and it's just stunning when you think of what people were 
doing, the sophistication they had, the variety of art, the whole history of it, and I have 
to say the way they've done it here I think is really well done, really well done… (I25-
R1-M-55) 

 

Notions of place 

 Lastly, visitors observed and were able to make meaning from notions of place. In 

Chapter 5, I described and included photographs of the location and scenery of the Ardèche 

and the site of Chauvet Cave 2. In Chapter 3, I discussed the importance of place and landscape 

in relation to Smith’s (2006) concepts. Interestingly, visitors made weaker connections to these 

concepts than what I would have expected given their importance in the literature. Visitors 

perceived place and landscape through observing changes in scenery, proximity of the original 

and replicated caves, and recalling previous experiences to the department. They were not 

necessarily, however, anchored by place or landscape as the literature suggests. Given the 

importance of these place and landscape, management of Chauvet Cave 2 could encourage 

visitor perceptions of these concepts in several ways. A signpost with various wayfinding signs 

pointed in all different directions with the distance between Chauvet Cave 2 and other relevant 

sites could be installed. These could extend as far as Germany marking the location of the Lion 

Man of the Hohlenstein-Stadel or the Venus of Hohle Fels, for example, which are shown as 

replicas in the Aurignacian Gallery and sold as souvenirs in the gift shop. An information 

station could also be modified to include maps, images or diagrams alluding to the Chauvet 

Cave’s location without being specific enough to lure curious visitors towards it. Both could 

serve to reinforce the connection between the site and other rock art sites in the region or in 

Europe more broadly. Conceptualisations of place and landscape could also be facilitated 

through management of Chauvet Cave 2 developing recommended driving routes through the 

gorges of Ardèche. A series of stops could be designed with plaques that describe networks of 
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caves or rock art sites found within the gorges and suggest the ways people may have used 

these sites during the Aurignacian. These could encourage visitors to experience the landscape 

and interact with place in a way that adds meanings to their experience of Chauvet Cave 2. 

Comments from visitors included: 

 
... It's very different for us because we live in the mountains, so we live up in the Alps 
and then coming down here, everything is different, so the vegetation is different, the 
whole environment, the ecology, the feeling of the place is different (I25-R1-M-55) 

 
… There could have been a little bit more information, I think. For example, after the 
visit we asked about… They did not tell us where is the original? Is it under us? Is it a 
kilometre away? Is it five kilometres away? And so, we wondered (I21-R1-F-35) 

 
Yeah, you could do the 3D virtual thing without leaving home at all, but you know the 
original is three kilometres away and it gives you a little bit more of an experience, so 
it wouldn't be the same at all …(I29-R2-M-48) 

 
… You know, if you're going to put it in a building, why isn't it in Paris? You can put it 
wherever the hell you want it, but then maybe it feels totally inauthentic because it's not 
hard to get to (I36-R2-M-51) 

 
Because I came here when I was a child and I wanted to come back again (I02-R1-M-
32) 
 
My wife used to come here when she was a child on holiday so we just thought, you 
know, we should bring the children along [and] introduce them (I35-R1-M-37) 
 
…We just wanted to be in the south [of France] in general and this is an area we’ve 
been to a long time ago so [I41-R2-M-50) 

 
Conceptualisation of social place 
 

... The kids were excited because they'd heard about the child's footprints that, that 
were several thousand years later so we said, 'there were kids like you visiting the cave 
thousands of years after and still thousands of years before us.' We thought that, that 
was kind of interesting (I41-R2-M-50)  

 

7.5 Interactions with the Chauvet Cave 
	 In contrast to interactions with Chauvet Cave 2’s replica, visitors were able to directly 

interact with the Chauvet Cave during their experience of the replica. Through perceiving the 

replica as the original Cave and attributing values and meanings towards it, visitors were able 

to use the replica as a metaphor for the original. They were also able to attribute values and 

meanings towards original rock art sites more broadly.  
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7.5.1 Perceptions of authenticity  
Throughout their experience of Chauvet Cave 2, visitors perceived the site as the 

original Chauvet Cave. In these instances, the site and the replica became conduits for visitors 

and allowed them to directly interact with the Chauvet Cave. For some visitors, the perception 

that Chauvet Cave 2 was the original Chauvet Cave emerged prior to their attendance of the 

site. Visitors used memories of the Chauvet Cave, perceptions of significance and the belief 

they were visiting the real cave to position the replica as the original. In these moments, they 

were motivated to visit Chauvet Cave 2 under the impression that they were visiting the 

(objectively) authentic Chauvet Cave. These motivations are interesting because they challenge 

the idea that visitors are not concerned with the authenticity of attractions, “as long as they 

enjoy them” (Reisinger and Steiner 2006:72). Comments from visitors included:  

	
… I’d heard of the discovery of the cave before… I can remember it being discovered 
so back in whenever ’94? And so, I’d heard about that to be honest this visit was ‘oh 
my goodness, that’s here!’ [laughs]… (I25-R1-M-55) 

 
We went to Israel in May with students. My husband is a professor at the university for 
history and I prepared a part about prehistoric sites in Israel and so I made research 
about, yeah, the latest news about Cro-Magnons and Neanderthals and then 
somewhere Grotte Chauvet popped up [laughs] (I10-R1-F-57) 

 
It’s part of something that everyone knows when you’re from this area so it’s 
something, if you’re in Vallon, you have to visit, it’s part of history (I28-R2-M-48) 

 
… I came to this because well I have no idea it was so close to where they are and I 
actually studied the cave in art history so I recognised it right away as like something 
I wanted to see…(I19-R1-F-47) 

 
… When we came, we didn’t actually realise it was a replica but then, I may have 
missed that, or I may have just glossed over that one… (I14-R1-M-37) 
 
We didn’t know it was a complete fraud though, we had no idea it was a complete fake 
(I37-R2-M-48) 

 

 Nevertheless, the majority of visitors perceived Chauvet Cave 2’s replica as the original 

during their experience inside it. Visitors used the aged appearance of the rock art, the lack of 

modern material clues and the immersive design to perceive the replica as the original. Visitors 

also encouraged this perception by actively believing or imagining that they were visiting the 

real cave. In their entirety, these perceptions reinforce the overarching desires of visitors to feel 

as if they have experienced the original cave after the encounter with the replica. They wanted 
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to believe it was real, to be swept up in its immersive environment. This bolsters the contention 

that Chauvet Cave 2’s management have an opportunity to explore how they may be able to 

alter the replica to encourage these perceptions of authenticity from visitors. Comments from 

visitors included:  

 
Yes… We know the originals… It’s the same (I05-R2-F-55) 

 
I thought it was well done actually... Did you see the one fight[ing]? Because that was 
the oldest one of all wasn't it? That was the single oldest drawing. That's very cool (I23-
R1-M-42) 

 
Yeah, I was looking for things others may have not seen yet and then I thought ‘that 
was really stupid, it’s a replica, there are no things’… (I13-R1-M-36) 
 
Oh, it's fantastic, it's actually incredible... We've just, just come out of there, and we've 
all said to each other 'that was a bit of a wow moment of the holiday'. When you 
consider how old that is, you know, it starts your mind thinking well, 'what were those 
people thinking? Why were they drawing it?' You know, and 'was it simply a factual 
representation of what they could see out here? Or was there, there something more 
religious? Was there something like art involved?' I don't know. I don't know what those 
kind[s] of people thought in that day but it makes you think (I24-R1-M-56)  

 
Yes, a lot of times, yeah, because it just looks like a cave, just the temperature and the 
smell was different (I02-R1-M-32) 

 
Yes, yes, also and the cave feeling – it’s darkness and the dampness and the coolness. 
We had a feeling like in the real cave (I10-R1-F-57) 

 
There were times yeah you feel, because I kind of step back a bit from the crowd and 
just looked for a few more minutes and you do forget that it is a replica…It’s just so 
well replicated by the artists and just the whole thing, that you do kind of feel a sense 
of authentic, is that the right word? (I25-R2-F-20) 

 
I think, I think you forgot it was man made so you went with it, I mean I suppose it’s 
like going into the [movie] theatre or something, you lose touch of reality, you’ve really 
got to go with you seeing a ship, or whatever, haven’t you? (I08-R1-F-35) 

 
... I think it's really well done and the level of detail they've gone too as well, yeah, it 
would have been very easy for them to do that badly, you know, it could have looked 
plastic, it could have looked artificial [laughs] but the level of detail that they have 
with, with how they've aged every single bone, the footprints, all that type of thing 
makes you feel immersed in it in a way. You're not going to go... 'oh look there's some 
scaffolding', you know, so the quality of it has also impressed me, the quality of how 
they've produced the replica (I25-R1-M-55) 
 
I did think I was inside a real cave… We were just speaking about how the new layers 
were forming and all that, yeah, it was very convincing (I29-R1-F-45) 
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Yeah well…when you look at it and you see all the curves and all the shadows and then 
you can imagine that it’s real (I20-R1-F-55) 

 
… The idea of it being a replica didn’t bother me because I understand why the real 
cave has to be closed off and I think they did a great job of recreating some of the 
elements so, for me, I went in imagining, that, that, that I was really going into the real 
cave (I19-R1-F-47) 

 

7.5.2 Values and meanings 

Relating to perceptions of authenticity, visitors also attributed values and meanings 

directly towards the Chauvet Cave. Visitors valued the Chauvet Cave for its causal connection 

to past people. They wanted to feel as if ‘someone had been here,’ which they perceived lacking 

in Chauvet Cave 2’s replica. Relatedly, a visitor also valued the Cave for its history and age. 

These notions relate to Midas Touch and survival value suggested by Jaworski (2013), which 

I discussed above and in Chapter 2. Further, visitors valued the Chauvet Cave because it is the 

‘real thing’. This idea relates to the notion that real is an objective, measurable thing and thus 

connects to an objectivist view of authenticity (Chapters 1 and 2). Lastly, visitors valued the 

Chauvet Cave in relation to its level of completeness. Visitors felt the replica was being 

deceitful by omitting sections of the original cave’s form or features. This connection is 

significant because it moves Chauvet Cave 2’s replica back to notions of a fake rather than a 

copy of an original rock art site (Chapter 2). Comments from visitors included:  

 
Human connection 
 

... There’s still a bit of me that kind of got, not disenchanted, but the moment you think 
that someone was standing there, ‘oh no, it’s a replica’, so it made me want to go and 
see the real one for the presence as opposed to for the picture, but the picture is amazing 
for the children to see what was drawn with ease of access and that lovely sort of 
setting, that’s really fine for the children…. But to actually feel the presence then that’s 
not there (I07-R1-F-48) 

 
…If I could go down the original, I would like to because you get an idea of the feeling 
of the people who would've done it, which is what it is all about for me, I think, you've 
stood where somebody who painted it stood… (I08-R1-F-35) 

 
I think what you really lose in the replica is that sense of someone 36,000 years ago 
was actually here and actually made that mark… There was a castle we went to once 
in the Pyrenees and there was a bed like King Somebody had slept in, and it was like 
you know... They had actually really slept in that at that particular point, that kind of 
thing, which you know, you don't get that in there... (133-R1-M-45) 
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… In terms of what you can take in through your eyes, that's fine, that's good enough 
for me, but I would like to touch the original and where them old people, god knows, 
how many thousands of years ago that have touched it as well... I would like to touch 
it, you feel a bit more of a connection, don't you, when you touch something? (I24-R1-
M-56) 
 
Yeah, it would be the original [Chauvet Cave] because of that sense of wonder... Quite 
a few times when we were in the replica, we were saying 'wow imagine being the first 
people to see this' and what it was like as you came in and were able to experience it, 
so you'd have more wonderment I suppose (I25-R1-M-55)  

 
History 
 

… I mean to me, you know, the fact that something is 30,000 years old is part of the 
experience and to see something that’s five years old, that’s based on it just takes away 
a lot. It’s the difference between seeing a really well-done replica of the Mona Lisa and 
elbowing and fighting my way to the front of the line. Have you ever been to the Louvre 
to see it? What a horrible experience! It’s just awful but at least you get there and ‘holy 
crap, it’s the Mona Lisa!’, and now move on. It’s that sort of thing (I36-R2-M-51) 

 
Real 
 

Definitely the real one, surely. I guess the real one because its… I mean there’s like 
real skulls and bones in there, you’re actually seeing the art for real, the stalagmites 
and stalactites in it, they’re all real, so yeah, I don’t think any human replica, even 
though it’s very good, can come close to that (I11-R1-M-33)  
 
I guess I’d prefer to see the original, yeah, the authentic thing. It just feels more 
authentic to look at the real thing (I15-R1-M-59) 

 
Like anything, like any art gallery, the original versus the print, yeah, they [replica] 
might look the same but seeing the real thing is a lot more credence… (I14-R1-M-37) 
 
If the real one was open, I’m sure we would visit the real one (I01-R1-F-50) 

 
Complete 
 

... I do believe they are pretty good at making a replica, but they must have missed 
something that the real cave still hides, it must be so. The real thing is always better, it 
must be, because the replica is already an interpretation (I13-R1-M-36) 
 
This is a compressed version. You [do] not have the whole cave and it tries to show you 
the real thing, but the real thing is still missing (I10-R1-F-57) 

 

7.6 Chapter summary 
 This chapter has presented perceptions of visitors interviewed at Chauvet Cave 2. It has 

demonstrated that visitors perceived tour guides, tour groups, the Chauvet Cave and the replica 
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in a myriad of different ways. These perceptions are important. They create a network of 

interactions that shape the visiting experience of Chauvet Cave 2 (discussed further in Chapter 

9). One aspect of these perceptions I want to make explicit here is that they heavily involve 

memories from a visitor’s previous experiences. Trips to Disneyland, hikes to waterfalls, 

previous holidays to the Ardèche, immersive experiences in caves all served, in some way, to 

shape visitor impressions of the replica. In their own unique way, these sites provided visitors 

with a memorable experience. The question for Chauvet Cave 2’s management, then, is how 

to create an equally, if not more, memorable experience for their visitors? 

The results of this analysis provide some suggestions for the management of Chauvet 

Cave 2. A recurring theme to these suggestions is to bolster the connection between Chauvet 

Cave 2 and the Chauvet Cave. Heritage connects us to others. It has the ability to provide us 

with the comfort that people have been here before us. Interpretive techniques to encourage 

visitors to perceive this have the power to do what Chauvet Cave 2 is attempting, to let visitors 

experience emotions felt by its discoverers (Chapter 1). Explicit installations, such as a screen 

in one of the last stations of the replica showing a live video feed from the Chauvet Cave, could 

be used to achieve such an aim. Adding controls allowing visitors to direct it and zoom in on a 

painting, for example, have the ability to connect them to the cave in unique, powerful way. 

Attempts ought to, and can, be made throughout the site to improve connections between the 

original and the replica. Visitors may not only be given to tools to develop a memorable 

experience, but the aim of Chauvet Cave 2 may also be achieved. While this chapter has 

allowed me to make these types of recommendations at Chauvet Cave 2, in the following 

chapter, I present my analysis and make recommendations for Lascaux II.   
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8 Lascaux II visitor interview 
analysis 
 
8.1 Introduction 
 This chapter follows Chapter 7’s analysis from Chauvet Cave 2 and presents the 

analysis of my visitor interviews from Lascaux II. Through Actor-network theory, it explains 

the ways in which visitors perceived actors (Lascaux II, the Lascaux Cave and various 

management structures) during their experience of the site. It begins by reporting the 

perceptions of the management structure and tour guides. It continues by reporting perceptions 

of the replica and the Lascaux Cave. It concludes by highlighting the key differences between 

how visitors perceived Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave. 

 

8.2 Interactions with the management structure 
 In broad terms, visitors reported their experience of Lascaux II in inherently positive 

ways. Visitors perceived it as ‘interesting’, ‘excellent’ and ‘liked it’. Comments from visitors 

included:  

 
Yeah, really good, yeah, it was really interesting (I43-R1-F-34) 

 
 It was fantastic. It was extremely clever… (I47-R1-F-50) 
 
 Yeah, I thought it was excellent, really good (I60-R1-M-40) 
 

This was absolutely beautiful… (I76-R1-F-65) 
 
 It was brilliant, yeah, loved it (I59-R1-F-44) 
 
 Yes, yes… I liked it… (I75-R1-M-47) 
 

Yet there were specific elements of the site that generated positive and negative 

perceptions from visitors. Visitors perceived the construction of Lascaux II and the access it 

provided positively. In contrast, visitors found the replica’s damaged ceiling and limited 

presentation as negative aspects of their experience. Visitors also negatively perceived being 
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unable to visit Lascaux IV (instead of Lascaux II) which, at the time of my fieldwork, was 

unexpectedly delayed (Chapter 4). In their entirety, these comments emphasise that a visitor’s 

perception of the replica is strongly influenced by their visual sense. For some visitors it was 

not only what they have seen at Lascaux II but what they wanted to see at Lascaux IV – 

something bigger, something newer and more authentic. These comments are interesting 

because they bolster the contention that vision dominates a visitor’s experience of a heritage 

site. They also reinforce the importance of Lascaux II’s management prioritising the cave-like 

appearance of the structure to ensure there are no material clues which elude to the replica’s 

fabricated nature (Holtorf 2013, Chapter 3). Comments from visitors included:   

 
Positive relations 
 

… I think it’s perfectly made (I72-R1-M-60) 
 

… The construction was brilliant, and you wouldn’t need it to be any better… (I83-R1-
M-49) 

 
… It was really neat because you knew you were totally safe, like there was no steps…  
(I52-R1-F-60) 

 
Negative relations 
 

… It seems quite quaint compared to what we saw last year [Chauvet Cave 2] 
[laughs]…Needs a bit of a facelift, doesn’t it? (I57-R1-F-40)  
 
…. We did notice the ceiling’s falling a little bit… There are a few bits that have 
obviously fallen off… It’s right up the top in the second bit… (I49-R2-M-48) 

 
I mean I think they need more space… (I83-R1-M-49) 
 
Yeah, from my point of view anyway, it would be nice to have a tour of the whole thing 
as opposed to just the main room maybe (I71-R2-M-24) 

 
Yes, I can’t believe they’re opening the big one [Lascaux IV] at the end of this year, 
otherwise we could have been going there (I81-R2-M-50) 
 
…We came here thinking that the new centre [Lascaux IV] was going to be open 
because it, my guide book it, said it would be open in 2016 so we thought it would be 
something similar…  (I57-R1-F-40) 
 

In addition to these perceptions, visitors also reported several interactions with their 

tour group that affected their experience of the replica. Interestingly, visitors positively and 

negatively perceived the timing of the tour. Some visitors found it convenient for their children, 

others felt it was too short and reported feeling rushed. Visitors also negatively perceived the 
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size of their tour group and the noise generated by other visitors. These comments suggest that, 

for some visitors, their experience of the replica could be improved with longer tours and a 

reduced group size. They also suggest that the influence of crowding can be viewed as 

weakening the experience provided by Lascaux II. Comments from visitors stated:  

 
Positive relations 
 

… We thought the tour would be short enough for the kids to handle it (I84-R2-M-41) 
 
… For them [children], I think 40 minutes was a good tour (I52-R1-F-60) 
 

Negative relations 
 

I thought this talk was a bit short actually. I would [have] liked it longer and more time 
to wander back again... This time felt actually a little bit rushed in a way (I81-R2-M-
50) 
 
… Well compared to the Ardèche [Chauvet Cave 2], I mean even George said, ‘that 
tour was a bit short’… (I57-R1-F-40) 

 
… The tours are going very fast and there’s two tours in there at the same time, so you 
haven’t got time to wander around it… (I83-R1-M-49) 
 
Yeah, it’s a little bit like a production line, with, what, tour after tour… (I85-R2-F-44) 

 
… It’s a bit squashed with all the people… (I53-R1-F-40) 

 
…The one difficult thing, and this is not meant to be a negative, but the children, the 
children were so noisy and, some of them, it’s hard to hear… (I52-R1-F-60) 

 

8.3 Interactions with the tour guide 
 In addition to perceptions related to the tour group, visitors reported several encounters 

with their tour guide. Overall, tour guides were perceived by visitors in overwhelmingly 

positive terms. Visitors perceived the tour guides as informative, knowledgeable, skilled and 

enjoyed their use of the torch to highlight aspects of the rock art. Importantly, visitors also 

viewed the guides as emotionally engaging. Passion, drama, enthusiasm were positively 

perceived by visitors during their tour of the replica. These emotive aspects of the guided tour 

suggest that Lascaux II’s guides were particularly successful in promoting emotional 

engagement, helping visitors to “get under the skin” of the replica (Weiler and Walker 2014:92, 

Chapter 2). Comments from visitors included:  

 
Positive relations 
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… I thought he was a great, a great guide (I65-R1-M-49) 

 
Yeah, and the girl was very good… She explained everything really well (I49-R3-F-63) 

 
You can really get a feel for his passion. He’s so nice (I68-R1-F-46) 

 
… I personally enjoyed the tour guide, she gave it a sense of profoundness, she had a 
nice inflection and she gave it some drama and pointed things out I would have 
missed… (I82-R1-F-56) 

 
Yes, yes, and I think he brought it to life very well… (I54-R1-F-35) 
 
... It’s nice for someone actually showing you, and you can hear her enthusiasm actually 
(I81-R1-F-42) 
 
No, I really love it when we have a guide… She probably does this a hundred times a 
week, it’s like she’s never done [it] before, that is a real skill she’s got (I80-R1-F-42) 

  
… I like that she was actually pointing out certain things that we might have not noticed 
ourselves, you know… (I83-R2-F-56) 
 
I mean, you just look at what you think is one animal and then all of a sudden, it’s six, 
so you wouldn’t know that [without the guide] (I49-R2-M-48) 

 
Yeah, I felt like he used the torch well to show what was what, what was good (I70-R1-
F-36) 
 
… I think the way that she pointed things out with her torch was really good (I49-R1-
F-45) 

 
… I thought the tour was, the tour itself was excellent, there was a lot of information 
and it was not didactic. There was a [lot] of ‘interpretation A’, ‘interpretation B’, 
‘history of interpretations’, sometimes proposing completely counter interpretations 
such as one of the animals in black and it was in an odd stance, and so ‘was it a horse 
of death?’ or ‘was it a horse in a joke laughing?’, and I think, you know, I appreciate 
that, that sense of how knowledge is made was evident here and I thought that was 
beautiful actually (I55-R1-F-50) 
 

Negative relations 

… I mean some of the interpretations, you know, ‘I don’t know if I can see a human leg 
in that’, but I guess these folks who have been studying it for years and know what 
they’re talking about…(I63-R2-M-54) 

 

 In addition to these observations, several visitors reported being influenced in their 

perception of authenticity by the tour guide. Two visitors perceived the replica as the original 

in situations where the tour guide explained the similarities between the two sites, while 
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another was generated by the very presence of the guide in the replica. Comments from visitors 

stated:   

 
No, it felt really real… I think because they explain to you that it was, how it was made, 
it was within a centimetres’, you know, difference from the real cave, and it was painted 
in the same way, using the same materials and all the rest of it, so for all intents and 
purposes, it was a cave, it felt very good (I61-R1-F-57) 
 
… I think having the guide there also makes you feel as if, you know, you’re not allowed 
to touch the paintings, whereas of course you could just go [do] that, but, but you 
always, you know, feel it’s very precious because it’s got the guide… (I68-R1-F-46) 
 
No, it felt like a real cave… I forgot I was in a replica when our guide had a strong 
torch, just picking out different parts… (I80-R1-F-42) 

 

 As a whole, these perceptions highlighted the entertainment value of the tour guides. 

Torches, dramatic flair, scripted information and the way it was delivered combined in a way 

to produce an act for visitors. It was well-received, and it suggests that visitors to Lascaux II 

desired to be entertained throughout their experience of the replica.   

 

8.4 Interactions with the replica 
 Differentiating from perceptions of the tour guide, visitors perceived Lascaux II in a 

variety of different ways. These observations took many forms, from perceiving Lascaux II as 

a replica (thereby being limited to interacting with it as a replica) to attributing meanings and 

values towards rock art replicas more broadly. As a whole, these perceptions resulted in a 

labyrinth of different interactions occurring between visitors and Lascaux II.  

 

8.4.1 Perceptions of inauthenticity 
 Throughout their experience of Lascaux II, visitors perceived the site as a replica. For 

some visitors, these perceptions began prior to their visit of Lascaux II. Visitors who were 

aware of Lascaux II’s history, read reviews of the site, and came to the replica as a return visitor 

perceived it as inauthentic from the beginning. These comments suggest that Lascaux II has a 

pulling power, an attraction for visitors apart from its role as copy of Lascaux Cave. Comments 

from visitors included: 

 
… We read reviews, or I read reviews because I thought 'reproduction, do you really 
want to go there?' but the reviews were so good, I thought 'oh, we should go there' (I52-
R1-F-60) 
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I knew about it from [him] [laughs] so [I said], ‘it’s just copies, it’s just copies, are you 
sure you want to see just copies of the art?’ (I60-R2-F-35) 
 
… Well it’s the most famous caves in the world, as far as I’m aware, so we knew we 
couldn’t see the original then we’d come and see the reproduction… (I61-R1-F-57) 

 
…This is our third visit, we come every year...We absolutely love it, it's completely 
fantastic. Ever since I was tiny I've wanted to come to see Lascaux and then, and then 
we came the first year I thought it was going to be a bit of a disappointment because it 
was, it's the replica and also when you really look forward to something you think it's 
going to be a bit of a letdown and it's not a letdown at all. It's absolutely amazing so 
this is the third time we've been... (I68-R1-F-46) 
 

 Nevertheless, most visitors perceived Lascaux II as inauthentic during their experience 

inside it. Visitors positioned Lascaux II’s unprotected chambers, bright rock art, flat floor and 

lack of cave-like environment (damp, moist, cold) clues to its replicated nature. Importantly, 

these perceptions suggest that visitors desired, and expected, the replica to look and feel like a 

cave, complete with protective measures and smells. This ought to encourage Lascaux II’s 

management to install measures that would further align the replica with the look and feel of 

the original. Cave-like smells or an increase in humidity are possible changes that could be 

made to the replica, but I discuss potential implications of these in Chapter 9. Comments from 

visitors stated:  

 
Appearance of the replica 
 

To be honest, I think it was less original than Rouffignac because a lot of parts where 
you could see, it's not covered in glass and there's a lot of artificial stuff... The paintings 
and the stones itself are very, have a very original feel but the whole set up with the 
lights and the glass, the chambers, everything, not completely original (I48-R1-M-26) 
 
I think it, it felt like a real cave to me except for the Emergency Exit door… (I84-R1-F-
39) 

 
…I think the only thing we questioned was whether the artwork in the original caves is 
as bright as that but as they said, it’s exact, so we assumed that it is, so (I87-R1-F-46) 

 
The, the only thing you notice, which your thankful for, is the floor is flat, in a real cave 
it never is (I54-R4-M-71) 
 
I think it felt real except for, because of the ground obviously, it was, you know, but 
looking up it looked authentic to me except for the ground (I73-R2-M-39) 
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Environment of the replica 
 

No, I didn’t. It felt like a replica, well, you didn’t have the moisture coming down (I45-
R1-F-65) 
 
…It doesn’t have the same kind of cold and those damp funny smells that you get in 
real caves (I54-R1-F-35) 
 
Well it’s dark, you had to kind of go through an entry way, it almost had a feel, the 
atmosphere, it atmospherically felt humid like you’d expect, it was close (I52-R2-M-
60) 

  
No, I think it was, I was conscious that it wasn’t the real cave but it’s very persuasive 
and it’s brilliantly done… (I65-R1-M-49) 
 
Yeah but in the back of my mind it was always, ‘this isn’t the real thing’ (I50-R2-M-72) 

 

Interestingly, two visitors discerned Lascaux II was a replica for other reasons. One 

visitor struggled to perceive the replica as either a reproduction or original. This observation 

connects to simulacra (Baudrillard 1994), which I discussed in Chapter 3. The other visitor 

described a social encounter which altered his expectation and perception of Lascaux II. This 

explanation connects to Falk and Dierking’s (2012) contention that visitors are influenced by 

interactions with others during their experience of a heritage site. Comments from visitors 

included: 

 
I don’t know if I can really tell to be honest (I86-R2-M-33)  

 
Well yeah, that’s right, I mean it’s only because Dave and Ray have told us what to 
expect, otherwise we would have just, if we were just tourists here by ourselves and we 
would’ve wandered along and assumed it was a cave…(I63-R2-M-54) 

 

8.4.2 Values and meanings 
 Aligning with these perceptions of inauthenticity, visitors attributed a range of values 

towards Lascaux II and rock art replicas more broadly. Visitors valued rock art replicas for 

their ability to contribute to the preservation of original rock art sites, which enable them to 

exist for future generations. This idea connects to Holtorf’s (2001) contention that we often 

strive to pass down archaeological sites to future generations so that they too can appreciate 

them. Visitors also perceived rock art replicas as providing a true representation of an original 

rock art site and providing them with a way to ‘visit’ a site without damaging it. In their 

entirety, these comments emphasise the importance of contextualising Lascaux II against the 
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fragility and current state of the Lascaux Cave. Management of Lascaux II could bolster these 

notions by instructing guides to inform visitors of the Cave’s current state of preservation after 

their tour of the replica. As discussed in Chapter 5, guides use events from the site’s discovery 

to contextualise the replica. It is likely that an increasingly current update of the Cave’s 

preservation would benefit visitors by reinforcing that the perilousness nature of the site’s 

survival is ongoing. It continues to be preserved and conserved in response to on-going and 

ever-changing threats (Martin-Sanchez et al. 2015). This message could be reinforced with 

donation boxes placed at the exit point through the gift shop which explicitly state that all 

donated funds contribute to on-going conservation efforts at the Lascaux Cave. Comments 

from visitors stated:  

 
The replica preserves the original 
 

...If they also said that by going to Lascaux the creeping white disease is going to 
destroy this, it's quite a big deal, yeah, I would to go see the replica if, you know, if it 
was like the thing was not going to be here for future generations (I44-R1-M-45) 

 
… Not at the cost of it [Lascaux Cave] being destroyed. I approve of the method that 
they've come about to show people what's there. I don't want to be, you know, one of 
the last hundred people to see it, I'd rather it just be preserved. I think it’s extremely 
interesting that they don’t show it to anybody, they just maintain it. I was thinking about 
that, you know like, what is the value? What are the values there? And what are the 
goals? And all that kind of stuff. I thought it was very, you know, thought provoking 
(I55-R1-F-50) 
 
…I’m not sure I’d like to inflict that damage on the real one… It’s been there for 25,000 
years, you don’t want to be the generation that messes it up for other people to see in 
the future, do you? (I47-R2-M-50) 

 
You know what? I think I'd choose the replica because I like that they are preserving 
the real one, you know, in 15 years, they had so much damage and it's been preserved 
for, you know, it stayed there for almost, almost 20,000 years and in 15 years we 
degraded it so, I would choose this one and keep that [Lascaux Cave] one for history 
and for researchers, like yourself, who can go in there and see it, rather than lose it for 
our immediate gratification. That's my feeling (I50-R1-F-66) 
 
That’s a mixed blessing. I’d love to see the originals but I’m also aware of how 
vulnerable they are and therefore need to be protected so happy to see a replica (I59-
R1-F-44) 
 

The replica is morally right 
 

I’d probably want too but I don’t think in terms of, you know, conservation it’s the right 
thing to go and visit it (I57-R1-F-40) 
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… I feel, I don't know, it just feels more ecological, it feels better that you can to go to 
replicas. If they're done as well as that and still get a real sense of it, without, like I feel 
better about the fact that I have not seen the original because I know I have not done 
any damage… (I54-R1-F-35) 

 
… I think it’s damaging it so it’s wrong to be in there… We have seen the tombs in 
Egypt many years ago and that’s all original, it’s quite amazing, but if you’re damaging 
it, it’s wrong to be in there (I53-R1-F-40)   

 
The replica is true to the original 
 

… If they explained the damage that you could cause and then why you’ve got a choice 
of the two [original or replica], and they said it was the exact replica, I’d be happy 
looking at the replica (I70-R20M-43) 

 
Yeah... But as long as it's a good reconstruction, as long as it's like an accurate 
representation and you know it's a reconstruction... (I77-R2-F-40) 

 
I was disappointed when I heard it was a replica but when I saw it, I was very 
impressed, so it didn’t, it doesn’t make a difference to me that it was a replica… I think 
he said at the beginning that the whole cave was replicated within two centimetres of 
each other, which was just very impressive (I69-R2-M-38)  
 
I'd see a replica, but it would have to be like this, exact replica with that amount of 
detail in it I think, otherwise you're not going to see it. I don't feel the need to go back 
and go 'oh I've been to see an original' but it needs to be a good replica (I61-R1-F-57) 

 

In addition to these values, visitors were able to position Lascaux II as an object in its 

own right. In these instances, visitors established meanings related to its construction and 

demonstration of “considerable past human energy” (Foster and Curtis 2016:128). These 

meanings are important because they establish the replica’s value as separate from the Lascaux 

Cave. Comments from visitors stated: 

 
Replicas as objects in their own right 
 

Yeah, yeah, even admiring the way they’ve replicated it is, is fascinating in itself 
really… It’s cool stuff, isn’t it?... (I63-R2-M-54) 
 
… We were curious about the creation of the replica that in itself is fascinating… How 
on earth they did it? How on earth they were able to preserve the original yet recreate 
identically the original paintings in the cave? That whole thing is replicated, it wasn’t 
just the paintings (I59-R1-F-44) 
 
You can really respect and appreciate the skill that's gone into this… (I47-R1-F-50) 
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… I think it's an interesting thing in its own right because, you know, those people back 
then in the sort of 1970s who spent 10 years labouring over it and all that sort of thing, 
I think it's really good (I44-R1-M-45) 

 
… I got something else form that. I got the fact that someone had cared that much to 
make it that accurate and that perfect, and understood it that well and the techniques 
that well that made it, it wasn't the same but... Someone actually cares about it that 
much and they care that people see it and are educated properly and see it properly 
and you actually get the sense that somebody else has made a replica and they've spent 
their time doing that and they understand the real one... Somebody has looked at the 
rock, felt the rock, seen how they’ve done it and then tried to re-do it, maybe, maybe 
it’s a good experiment, a good scientific experiment in its own right (I47-R2-M-50) 

 

In addition, visitors attributed values to rock art replicas more broadly. Visitors valued 

rock art replicas for their ability to provide access, spatial awareness and bodily use (Blockley 

1999; Jameson 2004) (Chapter 2). The awareness of these values suggest the way replicas are 

discussed in the literature are dually perceived by visitors who attend them. Further, visitors 

also valued rock art replicas for their ability to provide an increasingly realistic experience in 

comparison to rock art shown in virtual reality. This perception is significant because it 

challenges the idea that virtual technologies have developed to the point where they are able to 

provide its users with a convincing and meaningful experience (Barceló 2000; Jameson 2004; 

Kalay et al. 2008; Vote et al. 2002; Xiao et al. 2007). This perception is also significant because 

it relates back to the importance of the replica’s ability to provide a multi-sensorial experience 

for visitors, one that is shaped by the conditions (atmosphere, sounds, smells) and appearance 

of the original cave. Comments from visitors included: 

 
Physical replicas provide access 
 

... We honeymooned in Egypt, years ago... There's a tomb where they've closed off 
because of all the sweat and the salt is eroding the walls and, so, so that was a tourist 
feature we never got to see, whereas if they had of replicated it, you get to see, it's the 
next best thing, isn't it? (I63-R4-M-54) 

 
Physical replicas provide spatial awareness 
 

… There are some caves in Carlsbad in Mexico, I think, that are closed to the public… 
I don't know if there's any rock art in them but anything that, you know, like, their 
preservation is important and I'd also like to see a little more first hand, you know, and 
it's close enough to get you a better image than just looking in a book, and once you 
can kind of put it all together, yeah, it's definitely worth a trip I think (I73-R1-F-40) 
 
…I think absolutely physical yeah, I still don’t think… you really understand scale 
without physical, yeah (I52-R1-F-60) 
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… We’re on the older end, as in, for me personally, virtually reality is not a thing yet… 
I like to see it, I like it to be life size…  (I51-R1-F-40) 

 
Physical replicas enable bodily use 
 

... I’d prefer physically to be able [to] walk through something (I54-R1-F-35) 
 

I like a physical replica. I like the feeling of actually walking down to the cave and 
actually getting a feeling of the cold and the fact that you're underground… (I68-R1-
F-46) 

 
Yeah because if you're doing it in that, in sort of virtual reality, you, you haven't got 
that communal spirit to it either, probably, you can't sort of, the way you stand there 
and go 'oh look at', and you know, you [family member] pointed out the running horses 
before the man did, you know, that sort of communication, I think is there with the 
actual thing (I54-R3-F-65) 
 

Physical replicas allow provide a realistic experience 
 

I'd prefer physical... You wouldn't be able to feel the damp and smell the musty, you 
know, would you...? (I78-R1-F-48) 

 
Physical, yeah, it’d be fun to play with the virtual but yeah, physical that’s more, and 
it’s good with the air because they kept it cool as well, made it cool, made it feel like a 
cave (I53-R2-M-40) 

 
I think physical is something that you forget as soon as you see something that as close 
to the original, the real, as possible. You forget that you're seeing a replica. I think with 
virtual reality, the technology is almost there, it's not quite there yet. I haven't yet seen 
a virtual headset that takes you that close. It's getting there but not quite there (I64-R1-
M-50) 
 
… I don't think it [VR] would be as real to me... Younger kids might like that but me, I 
just want to feel it… It’s more than just a spatial, visual thing, it’s a sensation and a 
hearing, auditory event also  (I82-R1-F-56) 
 
I think physical is something that you forget as soon as you see something that as close 
to the original, the real, as possible…(I64-R1-M-50) 
 
No, it [VR] feels like going to a movie or something, which is not the real thing (I67-
R2-F-49) 

 
Physical, that’s better, the younger children might be more, more susceptible to all that 
rubbish [VR]…It’s more like a game then (I78-R2-M-48) 
 
But I wouldn't want that to completely substitute going into a real cave because that's 
what the original people would have done, whereas the virtual reality is so far from 
anything from what they would have done, it's too far removed (I66-R1-F-19)  
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… I think with, with virtual reality you're always aware of wearing the headset and it 
is all very Disney, a sort of like technical experience. That's not supposed to be a 
technical experience, it's supposed to be personal, sort of visceral response to what you 
see, not (I68-R1-F-46) 

 

In contrast to these values, visitors also attributed meanings to virtual replicas and the 

ways it may be able to benefit their overall visiting experience. Visitors described virtual rock 

art replicas as being able to provide access, novel experiences and as a way to preserve heritage. 

These comments suggest that if virtual rock art replicas are developed in the future, attention 

could be given towards providing an experience of rock art that is not yet shown at physically 

replicated rock art sites. This could include developing a display that allows visitors to see cave 

bears walking into the cave or past peoples painting rock art onto the cave’s walls. Yet some 

of the more interesting perceptions of VR arose from visitors who recalled negative experience 

with the technology. Visitors recalled difficulties with headaches and perceiving depth. Their 

experiences echo Regan’s (1995) investigation into the side effects of VR shown in HMDs 

(Chapter 2). Comments from visitors stated:  

 
Virtual rock art replicas provide access, novel experiences and can preserve heritage 
 

... I've done it [VR] before with hotels [laughs]. This is so frivolous but with hotel 
bookings, so, if you're dying to check out a hotel you can just put your glasses on, you 
can see around the rooms and stuff, and it's really good actually, so, and that's 
something quite basic, so if it's done really, really well, I'd be open to it (I54-R1-F-35) 
 
Yeah, no, I think I'd much prefer the physical. I mean if there was something extra that 
you got to see, you know, he talked about some body that was down in the cavern, a 
body painting, like that would, if you can't see something like that, that might be cool 
in virtual reality. That's not accessible (I69-R2-M-38) 
 
I'm old school. I would always prefer a physical, but I think the VR, yeah, everything 
that is happening with VR is very interesting... I think it's always better to experience 
the thing in person but if one can't then I think VR is a really interesting way to 
experience a variety of things, so (I84-R1-F-39) 
 
I'd prefer a physical replica… but it's the way of the future, isn't it? There's going to be 
3D... and it gets you there, doesn't it, if you couldn't come all this way. It's a two-day 
drive for us.... I think if you had a 3D thing you would, of course, then be able to take 
out all other people around you, which would be nice to be able to see without the sound 
and presence of others (I74-R2-F-39)  
 
… We’ve just come from Futuroscope, where they’ve got those 3D cinemas, you know, 
the totally IMAX things, where you can feel… If the virtual reality was as good as that 
I imagine that it would be an amazing experience… (I47-R1-F-50) 
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I'd prefer a physical replica… but it's the way of the future, isn't it? There's going to be 
3D... and it gets you there, doesn't it, if you couldn't come all this way. It's a two-day 
drive for us.... I think if you had a 3D thing you would, of course, then be able to take 
out all other people around you, which would be nice to be able to see without the sound 
and presence of others (I74-R2-F-39) 

 
I think it depends how good the virtual reality... because if you got the light they would 
have had when they painted it, that would be absolutely brilliant… People, we were 
just talking about it, forget sound... the echo. The sound in the cave and in these caves 
and the other one's we've been in, with the domes, it's clearly important.... (I74-R1-M-
71) 

 
… I think it’s [VR] a good thing for protecting really rare or at-risk monuments for the 
future because I mean that’s what they’ve been doing, isn’t it? A lot of the places that 
[have] been damaged by ISIS have already been, fortunately, recorded in full 3D or in 
full 4D really, so I think that’s quite helpful, but I don’t think the experience is going to 
be anything like the real experience, in real terms (I42-R2-M-47) 

 
Yeah, that [VR], that would be great for something like, like schools for the kids and 
things like that … (I81-R1-F-42) 
 

Difficulties with virtual reality 
 

I'd prefer a physical one... I'm not very good in 3D because of my eyes… I find it really 
hard to see in 3D even if I wear the 3D glasses... Well I guess because if you put 3D 
glasses over these glasses you can't kind of see very well so I have to wear my contact 
lenses and I haven't done it as much with my contact lenses but that's because, yeah, 
my stigmatism is so extreme the 3D gets lost... I've done it at cinemas I guess, I just 
don't, I just don't see what my husband sees... I might as well just watch it without it 
[laughs] (I79-R1-F-41) 
 
I45-R1-F-65: I don't know. I guess it depends how good the virtual reality is, some of 
it gives me a headache. INT: Awesome, so you've tried it before? How many times? 
I45-R1-F-65: Just like two or three times but I get dizzy, I don't know, I have a problem 
adjusting to it... But I do like the concept of it so, you know, one of these years they'll 
get it right for my eyes. 
 

 In contrast to these perceptions, visitors selected and attributed meanings directly to 

Lascaux II. In Chapter 3, I discussed Holtorf’s (2005:92-111) contentions about whether 

replicas could be considered metaphors for heritage. Here, I expand on this discussion by 

exploring eight different ways visitors positioned Lascaux II in this way. It is essential to 

consider that these meanings are not only entwined with perceptions of authenticity, they are 

also actively prompted by the presentation of Lascaux II, which I described in Chapter 5 and 

return in Chapter 9.   
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Factual details 

 Visitors to Lascaux II made the replica intelligible through details related to its 

accuracy, construction, age, and percentage of replicated rock art. Given the importance of 

these details, which are typically cited by tour guides, there is an opportunity for management 

of Lascaux II to consider how these facts may be cited more effectively. This could involve 

ensuring that tour guides uniformly describe how Lascaux II was created and its level of 

accuracy. Comments from visitors stated:  

 
… She [tour guide] was mentioning it was within five millimetres of the original, so 
that's pretty astounding (I82-R1-F-56)  
 
… It took 12 years or something to make and six years to make the shape… (I55-R1-F-
50) 
 
… Before you go in, where they talk about how it was [made] by the sculptors and it 
took five years and it was down to the centimetre, like that’s pretty impressive, right? 
(I56-R1-F-44) 

 
… We were just saying ‘oh it was something that’s 18,000 years BC,’ so it was 
stunningly old… (I82-R1-F-56) 

 
… He [tour guide] said 85% of the paintings are presented in here… (I51-R1-F-40) 

 
… We probably wouldn’t come back because you’re only going to add… 15%? You 
know, this is 85% (I58-R4-F-67) 

 

Commerce 

 Visitors also made the replica useful through notions of commerce. One visitor 

acknowledged the site as a tourist attraction, while another referenced the on-site gift shop. 

There is an opportunity of the management of Lascaux II to improve visitor perceptions related 

to this concept. One avenue could be to develop initiatives that directly link funds collected at 

Lascaux II (through ticket purchases or gift shop sales) to the Lascaux Cave. For example, 

allocating 15% of all gift shop sales to on-going research and preservation of the Lascaux Cave. 

Comments from visitors stated:  

 
I was just kind of wondering why they bothered making that [Lascaux IV] because this 
is already here but then I was thinking that there’s just such a large influx of tourists… 
(I51-R1-F-40) 

 
… I also needed another mug because my old mug from last time got broken [laughs]… 
(I68-R1-F-46) 
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Remembrance 

 In contrast to commerce and factual details, visitors use memories of cave sites, original 

rock art sites, replicated rock art sites, and World Heritage sites to make the replica meaningful. 

It is important to consider that while some recollections are simply the name or location of the 

site visited, these memories are powerful. They not only helped visitors classify their 

experience of Lascaux II (Lowenthal 1985:210), they also illustrate how visitors are deriving 

meaning from previous visits to these places. Given the importance of these memories, 

management of Lascaux II could consider ways in which to make the experience they provide 

visitors more memorable. Activities that allow visitors to ‘do’ something are often highlighted 

as some of the most memorable forms of interpretation (Bryant 2006; Lewis 1994; Tilden 

1957). Encouraging visitors to record and narrate their experience on social media or talk about 

their experience between themselves could fill this need (Falk and Dierking 2012:203-204; 

Packer and Ballantyne 2016:133). Comments from visitors included: 

 
Cave sites 
 

… A very long time ago, about 15 or 16 years ago, and, we went to this wonderful 
underground system where you actually follow tracks of the water fall, the stalactites 
and the cave paintings, but we can’t remember where it was… I wondered whether this 
was going to be the same, but it wasn’t… (I76-R1-F-65) 

 
I’ve been caving when I was younger… In the United States, we have something called 
Mammoth Caves and you see the stalagmite from the, you know, all that kind of stuff 
and that’s a real cave to me (I45-R1-F-65) 
 
We love caves. Every holiday we go on, we go and see a cave, and a couple of decades 
ago, I came and saw a prehistoric cave, and I wanted to bring the family (I47-R1-F-
50) 
 

Original rock art sites 
 

We’ve been to Rouffignac before on a prior trip… It’s a very long cave and it’s quite 
crowded but they have an electric train… And so, you get in this train and you go deep 
into the cave and [the] tour is in French, but our French is, you know, so-so, and its 
mostly pictures of Woolly Mammoths but in colour, just… outlines of them. Sometimes 
they’re interacting, sometimes they’re running, it’s pretty romantic. There’s also some 
early 18th century graffiti [laughs], which is very cool and there’s some controversy 
over whether it’s real or not… It was a lot of fun, the entire trip… We were in the south 
west [USA] in April and saw some incredible petroglyphs in a state park in Utah called 
the Valley of Fire State Park with a lot of symbols that people did not know what they 
signify, so very similar to this in terms of symbols that have not been cracked by 
contemporary scientists (I55-R1-F-50) 
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We went to Rouffignac yesterday… It’s bigger and it’s, yeah, it was probably, I think 
we enjoyed Rouffignac more (I48-R1-M-26) 
 
…Rouffignac, yeah, [and] Grand Roc [Grotte du Grand Roc] (I63-R3-F-52) 
 
Near Foix… [Grotte de Niaux] (I74-R1-M-71) 
 
Yes, my stepfather is an archaeologist in the States and so, he’s taken, he studies rock 
art, so he’s taken me to some sites around where he works… He works in New Mexico, 
but he used to work in Montana, so (I73-R1-F-40) 
 
… I’ve actually seen caves in the Northern Territory which the Aboriginals have 
painted, many, many years ago… It made me think about that when I was in there 
actually… It was actually quite random because we were living in the Northern 
Territory on a station, I’m talking like 40 years ago, and we would like swim across 
this swimming hole and climb up and look, honestly, it was in the back of the yard, but 
we found these caves, but I’m sure people know about them, I mean it was completely 
off the beaten track, which was quite, it’s a little similar to here (I71-R1-F-50) 

 
Sites on the World Heritage List 
 

… I don’t know if you’ve been to Xi’an in China?... You really have to go, but to see all 
these horseman [Terracotta Army] that nobody knew, the terracotta guys, that nobody 
knew about for two-thousand years and somebody just finds them, it’s amazing to me, 
and no one knew that these caves were here forever… (I45-R1-F-65) 
 
…Verde, verde [Mesa Verde National Park], it’s in Colorado [USA], the Pablo 
Indians, that’s, kind of like little houses all staked up (I52-R1-F-60) 
 
…Cappadocia [Göreme National Park and the Rock Sites of Cappadocia] in Turkey, 
that was kind of caves, but it wasn’t art (I56-R1-F-44) 

 
Previous visits to Lascaux II, Le Thot and Chauvet Cave 2 
 

… Yes, have you heard of Lord Clark? Count Clark, the famous British art historian… 
of the twentieth century? I’m quite a fan of his work… I’m just generally interested in 
art history and also, I remember coming here as a child and felt it was quite moving, 
you know, quite an amazing thing, you know, art from 20,000 years ago (I44-R1-M-45) 
 
I was here [at Lascaux II] 20 years ago, so (I84-R2-M-41) 
 
Well I’ve been when I was 10, with my parents who are here, so we’ve all come back 
(I64-R2-F-40) 

 
We've been to Roque Saint-Christophe on the Vézère and we've been to, what's the one 
on Les Eyzies [Les Eyzies-de-Tayac-Sireuil]... It's got the rock with the man, the 
sculpture of the man on top? [Musee National de Prehistoire] It's really famous... We've 
been to Le Thot [Le Parc du Thot]... (I70-R1-F-36) 
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… Last year, we went to the Ardèche and saw the cave paintings [Chauvet Cave 2] 
there, which was amazing… It had just opened, and it was fabulous… (I57-R1-F-40) 

 

Identity 

 Visitors also used notions of identity to attribute meaning to Lascaux II. Some visitors 

were proud of Lascaux II and brought their family or friends to see it, while others 

recommended it after visiting the site themselves. It is interesting to consider that these 

recommendations from family and friends may not be as potent as they once were. Given the 

rise in online review sites, such as TripAdvisor, word-of-mouth recommendations can be 

substituted for reviews by strangers on the internet. As such, it could be advantageous for 

Lascaux II’s management to explore the ways in which their visitors hear about the replica and 

how they are influenced by sites such as TripAdvisor. It could also be beneficial to explore 

alternative ways to view and market the replica within the Dordogne now that Lascaux IV has 

opened just few hundred meters away. I return to this in Chapter 9. Comments from visitors 

included:  

 
… We’ve got some friends staying with us who’ve never been, so we thought we’d bring 
them as well (I68-R1-F-46) 
 
… We like to bring visitors here because we just think it’s really interesting… (I49-R3-
F-63)  
 
Actually, it was through my wife’s brother. He’s very interested in these things and 
knew all about it and said we should go (I62-R1-M-50) 
 
Our sister-in-law is living just south of Lyon and she recommended it (I56-R1-F-44) 
 
My mum again was talking about it, wasn’t she?... She insisted on it, I don’t know why… 
She kept saying how good it was and then she was like ‘off you go’ and I said, ‘well are 
you not coming?’ [laughs]… She has seen it before (I74-R2-F-39) 

 

Aesthetics 

 Aesthetics was used by visitors in a variety of contexts to add meaning to Lascaux II. 

Interestingly, visitors did not refer to the rock art of Lascaux II in these terms, they referred to 

the scenery of the Dordogne or their tourist accommodation. Given the iconic imagery of rock 

art in the Lascaux Cave’s, there is an opportunity for management of Lascaux II to bolster 

perceptions of this concept at the replica. Possibilities include developing promotional 

material, including a greater online presence, that centres on the rock art paintings replicated 

at Lascaux II. Comments from visitors stated: 
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The place that we stay in is so beautiful and it’s a big rest for us. It’s a lovely rest and 
the family love it and it’s fabulous (I62-R1-M-50) 
 
The river… And the countryside. We heard it was very beautiful (I66-R1-F-19) 
 
We had heard about the caves and we’d heard, you know, that this is a beautiful place 
and yeah, so that’s why we thought we just come here and- (I71-R1-F-50) 
 
… We just thought it might be nice for the kids as well to see it, it’s a nice location, 
practice their French (I42-R2-M-47) 

 
Actually, my husband has been wanting to go for many years… It’s very beautiful and 
it’s, it’s I mean it’s very touristy, but it’s something a little less touristy, don’t you think 
than typical European vacations? (I84-R1-F-39) 

 

Reflections 

 Lascaux II also provided visitors with an ability to generate meanings from the passage 

of time. Given that these notions could be perceived more broadly by visitors, management of 

Lascaux II have an opportunity to encourage these connections in a variety of ways. Tour 

guides, for example, could place greater emphasis on the ways in which Cro-Magnons may 

have lived at the time. This could also bolster notions of progress, which are also lacking 

(below). Comments from visitors included: 

 

… Seeing that [it is so] old it’s just pretty, even though it’s a replica, it’s pretty awe 
inspiring… Hopefully some of it will rub off on the kids, the older one at least maybe, 
not, a little culture, that’s always good (I84-R1-F-39) 

 
For me as an educator, we’ve seen a lot of ancient history, but this is something way 
much older than anything I’ve ever shown the children before so, it’s, it’s, it’s 
perspective (I47-R1-F-50)  

 

Progress 

 Visitors rarely attributed meaning to Lascaux II in relation to progress (Stone and Planel 

1999:5). Few visitors attributed the rock art as demonstrating an intelligence of Cro-Magnons. 

As suggested above, a lack of these notions serve as an opportunity for the management of 

Lascaux II to bolster these perceptions from visitors. In addition to efforts by tour guides, 

exhibits in the museum chambers could be added or altered for these purposes. Comments from 

visitors included:  

 
… There were intelligent people doing amazing things 17,000 years ago… I mostly find 
it quite a moving experience, just the thought that, you know, the people in an 
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evolutionary sense, they were just like you and me, you know, they weren't a different 
species, they were like us… (I44-R1-M-45)  

 
I mean and then you try and transpose that [Lascaux’s paintings] to, you know, the 
bygone era, 17,000, 18,000 years ago, you think, ‘how did they do it?’ It’s cool stuff, 
isn’t it?... (I63-R2-M-54) 

 

Adventure 

 Visitors also made the replica meaningful through notions of adventure. One of the 

most important aspects to these notions were the ways in which visitors used them to prefer a 

physical rock art replica more broadly. These preferences are significant because they relate to 

broader concepts within tourism about the role of escapism of a visitor’s experience to a 

heritage site (Falk and Dierking 2012; Sheng and Chen 2012, 2013, Chapter 3). It seems that 

physical rock art replicas are more effective for these purposes compared to virtual rock art 

replicas. Comments from visitors included:  

 
… I just love the idea that these kids found something so fantastic, I just think that’s, I 
don’t know… It’s pretty amazing… I don’t know, I love that story (I45-R1-F-65) 

 
I think there’s a mysteriousness around it that intrigues people (I54-R2-M-40) 
 
… So it’s the first time we’ve done it so it’s hard to judge against others but there’s a 
real story to this place like very French to the extent of that boy stumbled across it and 
all that but it let you feel like it was something particular, like there was a story to this 
particular cave, the discovery of it. You’re going through a similar kind of journey as 
well… (I54-R2-M-40) 

 
You’d stay at home then no need to go on holidays, is there? That’s the problem with 
VR, isn’t it? (I81-R2-M-50) 
 
We’d go the physical, it’s worth the effort to do something like this... We can watch TV 
anytime and see wonderful things (I58-R2-M-66) 

 
You mean in the comfort of your own easy chair? That interests me a lot less. I haven't 
tried the other, there's something I find, maybe, it's just, you know, my generation and 
I'm not open to it yet, but it seems, it doesn't seem, it's exciting to be in this place, which 
is adjacent to the actual cave, it helps the similitude I reckon... (I55-R1-F-50) 

 

Notions of place 

 Visitors attributed meanings of Lascaux II in relation to place and landscape. My stance 

on place in relation to Lascaux II mirrors my perceptions of place at Chauvet Cave 2 in Chapter 

7. Visitors were able to perceive and make meaning from place and landscape by noting the 

nearby location of the Lascaux Cave, interacting with the environment and remembering 
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previous visits to the Dordogne, but they were less prominent than I had expected given the 

importance of these concepts in the literature (i.e. Smith 2006, Chapter 3). There are a variety 

of avenues management of Lascaux II could explore to increase perceptions of these concepts 

from visitors. For example, a large map of the Vézère Valley could be installed near the carpark 

which illustrates where rock art sites are located and suggested driving routes to get there. A 

highlight trail could also be developed suggesting which rock art sites visitors could explore 

during their stay in the Dordogne. Both could serve to encourage visitor perceptions and 

experiences of place and landscape. Comments from visitors included:   

 
… You just keep reminding yourself, reminding them that this actually exists not far 
away so it’s, you know, this is actually real, so (I53-R1-F-40) 

 
… Coming here you can see the rock caves in the walls and you can see, get a sense of 
the actual environment in which they lived, do you know, so, so it's not just about seeing 
the art, that's not, that's not all there is, it's being in the environment, the entire 
environment... (I47-R2-M-50) 
 
… I guess, the copy here of the original around the corner... (I79-R1-F-41) 

 
Well I’ve got lots of good memories of the Dordogne and the scenery and the castles… 
(I86-R2-M-33) 

 
Well I’ve been [to the Dordogne] when I was 10 with my parents, who are here, so 
we’ve all come back (I64-R2-F-40) 

 
Conceptualisation of social place 
 

Just the historicity, the historicity, putting ourselves, finding our place in history which 
is very recent (I52-R2-M-60) 

 

8.5 Interactions with the Lascaux Cave 
 In contrast to these interactions with the replica, visitors used Lascaux II to directly 

interact with the Lascaux Cave. These interactions primarily occurred through perceptions of 

authenticity. They not only allowed visitors to perceive the site as the original cave but to also 

make and attribute meanings directly towards it. Here, I talk through how these perceptions 

arose and the ways in which visitors valued the Lascaux Cave, and original rock art sites more 

broadly.  
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8.5.1 Perceptions of authenticity 
 Before and during their experience of Lascaux II, visitors were able to perceive the site 

as the original Lascaux Cave. Visitors used childhood memories and the significance of the 

Lascaux Cave to perceive Lascaux II as the original. Yet it the childhood memories that were 

particularly important. They added a sense of nostalgia to Lascaux II, a way for some visitors 

to relate to their past (Blockley 2004:184). Comments from visitors included:   

 
… I’m just generally interested in art history and also, I remember coming here as a 
child and felt it was quite moving, you know, quite an amazing thing, you know, art 
from 20,000 years ago (I44-R1-M-45) 
 
I found out from Dave’s Dad who’d been here before, but I’d read the Jean Auel books, 
the cave bear, the children’s series, so when he told me about Lascaux Cave, I thought 
‘I’ve got to go there, I’ve got to and see them’ (I63-R3-F-52) 
 
… Other people, when I said, ‘we’re going to the Dordogne’, they said ‘oh you should 
go to the Lascaux Cave’, and so it was a top priority, I would say, of things to do… It 
was something I had seen in National Geographic when I was like 8 years old (I82-R1-
F-56) 

 
We just wanted to see the artwork that was produced 20,000 years ago… (I85-R1-M-
45) 
 
… It’s like the beginnings of art and that sort of thing, yeah (I83-R2-F-56) 
 
… It’s the beginning of man hood… I think you have to see it (I72-R1-M-60) 

 

 Visitors also perceived Lascaux II as the Lascaux Cave during their experience inside 

it. Through interacting with the replica’s twisting underground chambers and detailed design, 

visitors largely determined that the replica felt as an original cave. Comments from visitors 

included: 

 
Yeah, the second bit does feel like a real cave because it’s got the, like, twists and turns, 
and the ceiling’s done and everything, the second bit did (I43-R1-F-34) 
 
Yeah, I think so… Well, we were saying, we weren’t expecting right down to the detail 
of the shape of the rocks and things, so quite how detailed it is (I46-R1-F-40) 
 
No, it didn’t feel like a replica… I think it was the way it was done with the natural 
stone, the original features were there, they weren’t manufactured, it was, it made use 
of what was there, which is what the cave men would have done (I76-R1-F-65) 
 
…What we're left with is our cultural hoorah and our, our learnt knowledge, that's 
evident, the fact that, you know, they were doing that stuff back then and I personally 
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think is really extraordinary… I genuinely find it emotionally slightly overwhelming, 
just looking at it [rock art in Lascaux II]… (I44-R1-M-45) 
 
…They’ve taken a lot of trouble over, over, over reproducing the cave as well as just 
the paintings, so why wouldn’t you feel it? I mean, it’s kind of very natural (O62-R1-
M-50) 
 
…I mean this one you really felt you were going down into a cave. I thought it was a 
very good experience (I52-R2-M-60)  
 
…It was very important to be able to go, physically go underground and not see like 
you’re going into a mall… This is more of a natural ingress to me (I82-R1-F-56) 
 
It certainly feels like a real cave, yeah, definitely… (I63-R1-F-50)  

 
No, it felt like a real cave… Especially the fact that you were actually inside it and it 
narrowed… (I57-R1-F-40) 
 
…I didn’t even think that we were in an artificial one to be honest with you, it felt quite 
natural… Yeah, I don’t sort of think ‘oh this is a bit plastic’ [laughs] (I49-R1-F-45) 

 
Yeah, I felt like I was in a real cave, didn’t you?... I just let myself believe it, yeah, it 
was good to me (I50-R1-F-66) 

 
I think physical is something that you forget as soon as you see something that as close 
to the original, the real, as possible. You forget that you're seeing a replica… (I64-R1-
M-50) 

 

 Lastly, visitors perceived Lascaux II as the original cave through its environmental 

conditions. Lascaux II’s cold temperature, low light and cold feel allowed visitors to interact 

with the Lascaux Cave. Yet it is this notion of touch that is significant. Visitors who touched 

the replica were able to experience an intimacy with it. It not only allowed them to feel they 

had touched a real cave, it also allowed them to collect extra information such as texture and 

density (Chapter 3). Together, these perceptions of Lascaux II’s environment, atmosphere and 

design emphasise the willingness for visitors to perceive Lascaux II as the original cave. They 

want to feel as if they’re seeing and experiencing something that is (objectively) authentic. This 

boosts my suggestion for Lascaux II’s management to consider altering the presentation of the 

replica in a way that could encourage visitors to experience these types of encounters 

(discussed above). Verbatim comments included:  

 
When you go into it, you get that cold, you know, when that temperature drops, exactly 
as you would do with a normal, with a real, with a normal cave (I47-R2-M-50) 

 
… I think the darkness kept it real… (I82-R1-F-56) 
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… It felt like a real cave… The lighting, the temperature, hugely, the feel of the of rock, 
it was very cold in there (I59-R1-F-44) 
 
No, no, it feels like it’s the real thing, you question if it is a replica… It’s cold, the stone 
feels like it’s real stone... It feels as if it’s a real cave, it looks as if it’s a real, real art. 
It doesn’t feel like a replica at all (I64-R1-M-50) 
 
You feel like you’re in a real cave, which is nice… The whole atmosphere, the shape, 
the walls, the way it looks, the way it feels to touch, the temperature (I67-R1-M-17) 
 
I thought it felt like a real cave… It was cold and obviously the contours… It looks like 
a real cave…(I79-R1-F-41) 
 
… Touching the walls, it felt like stone (I52-R1-F-60) 

 

8.5.2 Values and meanings 
 Connected to these perceptions, visitors constructed a range of values and meanings 

towards the Lascaux Cave. Visitors valued the Lascaux Cave for its connection to past people 

and history. These values connect to Jaworski’s (2013) concept of the Midas Touch and 

survival value, which I discussed in Chapter 2. Visitors also valued the Lascaux Cave for being 

the ‘real thing’ and desired to see the ‘real one’. These descriptions of the Lascaux Cave are 

significant because they suggest that for some visitors, original rock art sites remain bound to 

notions of an objectivist, measurable authenticity (Chapter 3). Comments from visitors 

included: 

 
Human connection 

	
Well, I would have been, I understand why the main cave is closed but would have loved 
to stand in the spot where somebody from 20,000 years ago actually painted in front it, 
that would have been for me perfect, but you can’t get better than a replica like that, 
it’s phenomenal (I74-R1-M-60) 
 
…It would be nice if it was the real cave, just because then you feel like 'oh you know, 
those people have painted the paintings, touched these walls and were actually here'. I 
quite like that whole thing, which you don't get in a replica (I86-R1-F-33) 

 
... I think there's something, I wouldn't say spiritual but about seeing the actual thing, 
I think there's something really important about actually being in the place and seeing 
the actual thing... Yeah, always when I've got a sense of history, when I see something 
historic, we have that feeling of 'people have stood there'. We've stood in places where 
say maybe, you know, Plato stood... which you don't get in virtual reality... (I47-R1-F-
50) 
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… If it was open then I’d want to see the original… to see it and to get in there, and 
even if we had to crawl out the back, it would be very exciting. It would really make 
you feel like that was the way it was when they discovered it, even if you’re with like 40 
other people… (I80-R1-F-42) 
 
… It’s like a museum really, a very good museum and a good recreation… I guess 
because we’re archaeologists so, as are you, so it’s sort about our relationship with 
the past, isn’t it? And it’s a very, it’s a tactile relationship almost, because you know 
it’s a recreation… I don’t think it can evoke the same emotions physically, well not for 
me anyway (I77-R1-M-40) 

 
History  
 

Probably the original… Just to check how it actually does look, yeah, and to see how 
it survives and everything… and to see the actual artwork that’s that old… I know it’s 
an exact copy but obviously it’s not as old is it? (I87-R1-F-46) 
 
Yeah, [the original] … Just because you'd want to be present in that moment of where 
it was done and, and it's like anything, that particular moment in time... (I81-R1-F-42) 

 
Real 
 

Yeah, it’s like you could say ‘oh I’ve seen the Mona Lisa’, well you haven’t, that’s just 
a postcard, it’s just nicely framed. It’s different seeing the real thing (I60-R2-F-35) 

 
I’d like to go and see the real thing just because then I could say: ‘I’ve been to the real 
thing’… (I68-R1-F-46) 

 
Definitely the original one, yeah… It’s the real one, you know, this isn’t real, it’s very 
well made but it’s not the real one, so (I75-R1-M-47) 
 
Gosh, well you always want to be in the original… I think this was the perfect replica, 
like I was there, but I know there’s a real one (I82-R1-F-56) 
 
My feeling is if they were both open and we could view the real one without damaging 
it, I would definitely choose the real one (I50-R2-M-72) 

 
Complete 

 In contrast to Chauvet Cave 2, there were no visitor comments related to completion.  

 

8.6 Chapter summary 
 This chapter has presented my analysis of interviews from visitors to Lascaux II. It has 

demonstrated that the visitor experience of this site, similar to Chauvet Cave 2, is an “event 

mediated by perceptions” (Selstad 2007:27). It is shaped in contrasting and unique ways by a 

variety of things. One aspect of this chapter has been to rebuild, through these perceptions, 
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interactions that occur with visitors during their experience of Lascaux II. These interactions 

form a network and I present this, and discuss its implications, in the following chapter. 

Another aspect of this chapter has been to suggest ways in which concepts I outlined in 

Chapters 2 and 3 could be practically enhanced at Lascaux II. On-site interpretation and tour 

guides are exceptional in creating connections between Lascaux II and the Lascaux Cave, but 

this largely centres around the first two museum chambers of Lascaux II. As soon as the visitor 

enters the replica, this explicit connection is gone (in order to create perceptions of 

authenticity). As such, management of Lascaux II have an opportunity to make more overt 

connections between the original and the replica once the tour is over. My suggestions 

throughout this chapter detailing designs of donation boxes or graphic panels have been an 

attempt at this. The Lascaux Cave is a famous cave. It has taught us many lessons of what not 

to do with an original rock art site. Ways to remind people that this site is still here 

predominately because of the decision to close it and create Lascaux II could not only benefit 

visitors, but serve as a reminder that if we want to preserve the past we may need to continue 

making precious and fragile rock art sites inaccessible to the public.  

 

8.7 Summary of Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 
Given that this chapter presented results from the analysis of visitor interviews conducted 

at Lascaux II and the previous chapter presented results from the analysis of visitor interviews 

conducted at Chauvet Cave 2, it is now possible to summarise key findings from each site and 

compare the two. I will return to elements of these findings in the following chapter. They are 

as follows:  

• Visitors to both sites had contrasting motivations for their attendance. Some were 

motivated by the desire to see the original rock art site while others were motivated by 

a curiosity in the site because it was replica.  

• Visitors to both sites had overwhelmingly positive perceptions of their tour guides. 

Nevertheless, tour guides at Chauvet Cave 2 were particularly successful in mediating 

a visitor’s intellectual access to the replica, while tour guides at Lascaux II excelled in 

facilitating a visitor’s emotional access.  

• Visitors to both sites were influenced in their perceptions of authenticity by the tour 

guide. Yet tour guides at Chauvet Cave 2 both inhibited and facilitated perceptions of 

authenticity, while tour guides at Lascaux II increased perceptions of the concept.  
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• Visitors to both sites described large tour group sizes, short tours, and limited time 

between groups as negatively influencing their experience inside the rock art replicas.  

• Visitors to Lascaux II interacted with the replica through touch whereas visitors to 

Chauvet Cave 2 did not. This allowed them to collect additional information of the 

replica and perceive the replica as authentic.  

• Visitors to both sites used environmental conditions of cave sites (moist, damp, dark, 

cold) to evaluate the authenticity of the rock art replicas. Yet this was much more 

pronounced at Chauvet Cave 2 than at Lascaux II.  

• Visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 perceived rock art replicas as having the ability to provide 

an improved experience of an original rock art site, while visitors to Lascaux II did not 

attribute values to rock art replicas in this way.  

• Visitors to Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 used the rock art replica to directly assign 

and attribute meanings to their respective original rock art sites.   
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9 Thesis conclusions 

 
9.1 Introduction 

My analysis shows that visitors perceive and experience Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux II in 

many different ways (Chapter 7 and 8). I have chosen to analyse these experiences and 

perceptions through understanding the networks of interactions between actors at the site. 

These networks include the relations between different visitors, between visitors and replicated 

rock art sites, between visitors and interpretive structures, between visitors and various 

management structures and between visitors and the original rock art sites. In Chapter 4, I 

explained my method for examining the role of both actors and networks through the 

application of Actor-Network theory. In this chapter, I describe the network of interactions that 

occurs at Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux II and analyse these so as to form an understanding of 

how the perceptions and experiences of visitors were shaped by the network of interactions 

they experienced during their visit. 	
 

At each replicated rock art site, there are a series of actor-networks. This study has focused 

on visitor experience provided by each site, so I have concentrated on re-building and analysing 

interactions that shape this section of the broader actor-network (see Figures 9.1 and 9.2). Each 

figure presents a series of interactions that combine verbatim testimony with research and data 

presented in Chapters 2-8 and Appendix B-C. For example, if visitors described being 

influenced by the physical appearance of the replica (Chapters 7 and 8), it was essential to 

consider how the appearance of the replica was formed and who it was influenced by (Chapter 

5). This description was then marked as an interaction occurring from one actor to another. 

Interactions represented in Figures 9.1 and 9.2 allow me to describe each part of the actor-

network individually in an effort to gain a holistic understanding of how visitor perceptions are 

formed and transformed at each immersive rock art replica. Here, I discuss each section of the 

visitor experience network before answering research questions that have guided this study 

(Chapter 1) and summarise findings of this thesis.  
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9.2 Chauvet Cave 2 
At Chauvet Cave 2, visitor experience of the immersive rock art replica is formed through 

a network of interactions between the visitor and the reproduction, the visitor and the tour 

guides, the visitor and the management structure, and visitors and the scientific advisory team 

(Figure (9.1). I will consider each in turn. In reality the influence of each is not linear or 

sequential: the visitor/actor is impacted upon by multiple actors at the same time. I separate 

them here for simplicity of analysis. I do not wish to imply that they operate independently, 

and I will consider their cumulative impact at the end.  

 

I will begin by considering the effect of the scientific team. Whilst somewhat subliminal, 

the scientific team holds an enormous influence over the ways in which a visitor perceives and 

experiences Chauvet Cave 2. I conceptualise them as sitting at the top of a hierarchy that 

directed and shaped how Chauvet Cave was interpreted and transformed into the replica at 

Chauvet Cave 2. Their influence began through their initial involvement with the discovery 

and research at the Chauvet Cave. Jean Clottes led the scientific team from 1998 and 

authenticated the Cave days after it was discovered. Jean-Jacques Delannoy, Carole Fritz, 

Gilles Tosello and Jean-Michel Geneste (who took over leadership of the team in 2002), have 

been involved in the site’s biannual studies since 1998 (Chapter 5). All members of the 

scientific team have published widely on their findings and have co-ordinated a series of 

publications by other researchers who have been granted special permission to study the Cave 

(for example, see Clottes 2003; Delannoy et al. 2013; Geneste and Bardisa 2014). The public 

and academic aura of antiquity, fragility and exceptional significance surrounding Chauvet 

Cave that has been crafted by the scientific team is the first crucial interaction that impacts all 

visitor perceptions and experiences of Chauvet Cave 2. Visitors arrive at the replicated cave 

with much already in their minds.  

 

The scientific team’s knowledge and experiences with the Chauvet Cave served as a base 

from which they influenced the design and appearance of Chauvet Cave 2. They monitored 

and approved all stages of construction of the site, helped identify what sections of the cave 

would be reproduced, and how the cave could be condensed into a smaller space. Gilles Tosello 

also influenced the appearance of the rock art through his role as one of the artists charged with 

reproducing paintings by hand (Chapter 5). The biannual visits allowed the scientific team to 

determine what research is conducted, how knowledge from these activities is disseminated 
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and when this information will be published. This influences what visitors are able to find out 

about the Chauvet Cave, which impacts their perceptions of the replica at Chauvet Cave 2 

(Chapter 3). It also influences what information is available for guides to tell visitors during 

their tour of the site. Yet the influence of the scientific team went beyond this. Through intimate 

presentation techniques, the scientific team is able to directly influence visitors at the replica’s 

on-site museum.  

 

Inside the permanent exhibition at the Galerie de l’Aurignacien, the scientific team speak 

directly to visitors through expert interviews on interactive screens. Visitors listen as Jean-

Michel Geneste, Jean Clottes, Carole Fritz (who took over leadership of the team from 2018) 

and Bernard Gély explain the archaeology of the Chauvet Cave, themes of the rock art motifs, 

and the chronology of European cave paintings. These interviews provide powerful links 

between the original and replicated caves. The intimate presence of the scientific team 

facilitated by these interviews ensure that they are treated by visitors as “stewards for, and 

arbitrators of” the Chauvet Cave (Smith 2006:51). As a result, they added an authority and 

authenticity to Chauvet Cave 2’s replica. Their presence reassures visitors that they are seeing 

an authorised and ‘true’ copy of the Chauvet Cave. On the one hand, this positively influences 

visitors through suggesting that experts on the Chauvet Cave were involved in its replica and 

approved its design. On the other hand, this has a questionable effect on visitors by potentially 

misleading them to believe that they have visited the real Chauvet Cave. Yet interactions 

stemming from the scientific team were just one that influences how visitors perceive the 

replica at Chauvet Cave 2. Others emerge from direct interactions between the original Chauvet 

Cave and the replica itself.  

 

The Chauvet Cave had two distinct interactions with Chauvet Cave 2 that were crucial to 

this study. The contents and appearance of the Chauvet Cave actively dictated what was 

replicated and how it is presented in the replica. The excellent conservation of the Chauvet 

Cave and its pristinely preserved floor and wall remains prompted the replica to produce an 

immaculate and awe-inspiring presentation for visitors (Chapter 5). The Chauvet Cave also 

adds a sense of authenticity to the replica. It actively contributes to allowing visitors to perceive 

the replica as the original cave, and it allows a few visitors to have a powerful, authentic 

experience with it. While I will return to authentic experiences below, I want to first highlight 

how Chauvet Cave 2’s replica attempts to be perceived as the original from the beginning.  
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Chauvet Cave 2’s replica attempts to be perceived as the original cave through a series of 

key interactions. In Chapter 3, I discussed the importance of place and the ways it is connected 

to authenticity through pilgrimage and landscape. In Chapter 5, I noted that Chauvet Cave 2 is 

located two kilometres from the Chauvet Cave and requires visitors to navigate perilous 

limestone gorges surrounding the Ardèche River. In Chapter 6, I highlighted that my sample 

of visitors to Chauvet Cave 2 had travelled from England, Netherlands and the USA. Taken 

together, these are the beginnings in which Chauvet Cave 2’s replica actively influences the 

perception of authenticity in visitors. It requires most visitors to travel extensively to the site, 

it is difficult for them to reach, and it forces them to interact with the landscape surrounding 

the Chauvet Cave. Once at the site, perceptions of authenticity are bolstered by the tour guide 

and the immersive rock art replica itself.  

 

Once visitors are ready for their tour, guides are able to enhance what the Chauvet Cave 2 

had started. They encourage perceptions of authenticity through: warning visitors against 

photographing or filming the replica; describing how the Chauvet Cave was discovered; why 

the site is considered significant, and; its close proximity to the replica (Chapter 5). Once 

visitors are inside, the replica and the tour guide work together. The replica’s design isolates 

visitors from the outside world and immerses them in an entirely fabricated environment. It 

surrounds visitors in an unobstructed, convincing three-dimensional reality that requires them 

to move through a cave-like space from beginning to end. These interactions all mimic how 

original rock art sites and caves sites are presented to audiences (Appendix B). Yet these 

interactions are interesting. I see them as the culmination of two different theoretical concepts 

that the replica combined to influence visitors in one immersive display.  

 

The replica at Chauvet Cave 2 can be considered the result of combining a simulacrum and 

staged authenticity (Chapter 3). I consider the replica a simulacrum because some visitors were 

unable to perceptually distinguish it from a real cave (Baudrillard 1994, Chapters 7). I also 

consider the replica as a ‘back region’ of staged authenticity (MacCannell 1973, Chapter 3). 

The replica has the ability to convince some visitors that they have seen a ‘behind the scenes’ 

(real rock art site) when in actuality they have encountered a carefully staged ‘front region’ 

(replica). This is bolstered by a visitor’s use of the other facilities at Chauvet Cave 2. The 

majority of visitors move through the site and experience the museum, ticket office, restaurant 

(front regions) before they travel down into the waiting area to line up for the replica (back 

region). Once inside the replica, the perception that the replica is a ‘back region’ is typically 
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reinforced by tour guides through encouraging perceptions of authenticity, to which I return 

below. Nevertheless, the interactions of the replica in these ways have significant implications 

for the ways in which visitors themselves interact with the replica.  

 

The effects of staging and simulation from the replica are so strong for some visitors that 

it allows them to interact and change the Chauvet Cave. The replica of Chauvet Cave 2 becomes 

a conduit, and even more so, is transformed into the original Chauvet Cave. The site is no 

longer a distant, inaccessible cave, it is something visitors believe they are experiencing. As a 

result, it allows visitors to select and attribute values to the site based on notions of survival 

value, Midas Touch and objectivist authenticity (Chapter 2 and 3). In spite of these powerful 

interactions felt by some, visitors are still able to interact with the replica in a variety of 

meaningful ways. Visitors attribute values to the replica in similar avenues to the ways in which 

they make original heritage sites meaningful (Holtorf 2005, Chapter 2 and 7). This has 

important implications. It suggests that the replica is not just a metaphor for heritage (Chapter 

3), “the replica is ‘heritage’” (James 2016:519). It is able to serve some of the same functions 

original heritage sites perform and it is able to communicate meanings and values of the 

original rock art site to visitors. In considering the construction of these interactions from 

visitors to the replica and the original cave, it is important to consider that these are influenced 

by yet another set of interactions that emerge during experiences with the replica.  

 

Tour guides have a range of significant relations with the Chauvet Cave and visitors that 

had a profound influence on experiences and perceptions of the replica. During my fieldwork, 

several guides reported visiting the Chauvet Cave as part of their training to interpret the replica 

to groups of visitors (Emmanuel Saint-Bonnet pers. comm. 2016). These visits had an 

important impact on the ways in which tour guides interpret the replica for audiences. One way 

this is evidenced is through visitors describing how tour guides continually noted differences 

between the replica and the Chauvet Cave throughout their tour. This had a negative influence 

on at least one visitor’s interaction with the replica by inhibiting their ability to make meaning 

from the replica and perceive it as authentic (Chapter 7). Nevertheless, my main point here is 

to emphasise that tour guides interact with the Chauvet Cave, which in turn, influences their 

interpretation of the replica.  

 

Visitors to Chauvet Cave 2’s replica are not “empty vessels” or “passive consumers” 

(Smith 2006:47), rather they are actively engaged in making meaning during their tours (Crang 
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1996). One way this is demonstrated is through the diverse perception’s that I recorded from 

visitors concerning the replica (Chapter 5 and 7). One visitor recounted their delight at hearing 

the guide explain how a child and wolf had walked through the cave leaving their footprints on 

the clay floor, while another expressed their disbelief that such high quality rock art was tens 

of thousands of years old (both related to perceptions of authenticity). This individual meaning 

making was influenced by what each visitor brought with them to the site through their previous 

experiences, motivations, interests and motivations. It was also influenced by their physical 

and social environment (Falk and Dierking 2012; Packer and Ballantyne 2016, Chapter 3). This 

brings us to our final interaction that influence how visitors experience and perceive Chauvet 

Cave 2.  

 

The management structure (led by Kléber Rossillon, Chapter 5) interact with both the 

replica of Chauvet Cave 2 and visitors themselves by controlling how they physically interact 

with one another. A 50-minute tour with ten, four-minute stops that had a six-minute gap 

between tour groups significantly shape how visitors receive information from its three-

dimensional display and how they move through it. It not only influences how visitors receive 

the replica’s spatial and situational awareness (Chapter 2), it also influences their interactions 

with other visitors (Chapters 7). This, in turn, influences the overall visitor experience by 

shaping social interactions with other visitors and other members of their visiting parties 

(Chapter 3). Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge that this is just one interaction of 

many that shaped experiences with, and perceptions of, the replica at Chauvet Cave 2. The 

Actor-Network interactions that I have just laid out all contribute to how a visitor experience 

the replica. No singular interaction could be discerned as influencing one single perception or 

shaping one singular experience. They all combine, in their own unique ways, with visitors 

who attend Chauvet Cave 2. In addition to this network of interactions responsible for 

influencing perceptions and experiences of Chauvet Cave 2 are the networks of interactions 

that occur to influence visitors at Lascaux II.  
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Figure 9.1. Actor-network at Chauvet Cave 2. 
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9.3 Lascaux II	
At Lascaux II, a visitor’s experience is shaped in many ways. Interactions between the 

replica, tour guides, visitors, management and the original cave all intertwined to mould how 

the site was perceived and experienced (Figure 9.2). These interactions begin with Lascaux II’s 

creators. They interpreted and translated the Lascaux Cave into Lascaux II. They used 

measurements, photographs and slides of the Lascaux Cave to create the replica’s frame, 

surface and rock art (Chapter 5). This interaction has several implications. It influences the 

experiences and perceptions of the replica by shaping how visitors move through its chambers, 

what they observe, and what they remember (Falk and Dierking 2012:28, Chapter 3 and 8). It 

influences the appearance and structure of the replica through culminating in the selected 

replication of the Axial Gallery and the Hall of the Bulls. It also adds a sense of authenticity to 

the replica. The act of copying from an original archaeological site shifted Lascaux II away 

from the domains of a fake to an object in its own right (Chapter 2 and 3). It now has its own 

history, its own biography that is separate from the Lascaux Cave.  

 

The time, effort and skill demonstrated in the production of the replica (and emphasised by 

the tour guides) allowed Lascaux II to be ‘born’ and have a ‘life’ of its own for visitors (Foster 

and Curtis 2016; Jeffrey 2015; Jones 2009; Latour and Lowe 2011). Nevertheless, what I also 

want to make clear is that the interactions between the creators, the Lascaux Cave and the 

visitors also produce something else at Lascaux II. They allow the replica to obtain a kind of 

‘emergent authenticity’ (Cohen 1988:379-380, Chapter 3). The passage of time (occurring 

from the time it was created, continuing to when the site was opened to the public in 1983, and 

through to today) has allowed the replica to gain a sense of heritage. The site, which at one 

time could be been labelled (objectively) inauthentic is now ascribed its own value due to its 

age and patina. It is important to note that this type of authenticity differs from the replica’s 

ability to be perceived as such. These perceptions are influenced by other interactions that 

occur between the tour guide and the broader site of Lascaux II itself.  

 

Lascaux II encourages visitors to perceive it as authentic in several ways. The site is 

surrounded by grassy, green woodland. The replica is underground and cave-like. Its 

atmosphere is cold, lowly lit and its two museum chambers hold artefacts and images of the 

Lascaux Cave (Chapter 5). This setting not only mimics the environment of other original rock 

art and cave sites (Appendix B), it provides a footing for tour guides to create a strong narrative 
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linking the replica to the Lascaux Cave. Tour guides launch into stories of the Lascaux Cave’s 

discovery, how the replica achieves centimetre accuracy and was painted using the same 

pigments and techniques as the original artists. Throughout this story telling, tour guides move 

through different objects and prints explaining why the Cave was closed and where it is situated 

near to Lascaux II (Chapter 5). The site is no longer a famous, mysterious inaccessible rock art 

site known only from books and television (Demoule 1998:185), it is somehow now 

experienced and accessed. It became what visitors encountered at Lascaux II. Significantly, 

these interactions allow visitors to create and ascribe meanings to both the replicated and 

original cave.  

 

Visitors are able to select and attribute values towards the Lascaux Cave through Lascaux 

II. For example, visitors value the Lascaux Cave for being the place of the long-vanished Cro-

Magnon (Midas Touch) and for having survived throughout the years (survival value) (Chapter 

2 and 8). These values are significant. They support Jaworksi’s (2013:392) observation that 

there is “no-art relevant reason to value originals” over copies but that the value of an original 

stems from their “causal history” or “historical originality.” As such, the copy can never have 

the same value of its original. Yet that is not to say that visitors did not also prescribe and 

attribute meanings to the replica of Lascaux II. Visitors value Lascaux II for its function in 

serving to protect its original. It allows them to ‘visit’ the cave without contributing to its 

destruction (Chapter 8). They may have been dismayed at the thought of their car fumes 

seeping in from Lascaux II’s car park to damage both the replicated and original caves (James 

2016:522, 2017:1368). It is important to emphasise that not only are these values themselves 

shaped by the tour guide in how they interpret the site to audiences, they are also influenced 

by visitors themselves. Previous experiences, motivations, expectations of the visit all interact 

to influence what values are picked up by the tour guide and how they are weighted in a 

visitor’s mind (Falk and Dierking 2012; Packer and Ballantyne 2016, Chapter 3). This leads us 

to other important interactions that occur between the management structure and the tour guide 

that further shape experiences of Lascaux II among visitors.  

 

Similarly to Chauvet Cave 2, Lascaux II’s management influence how tour guides interpret 

the replica to visitors. Through training guides to interpret the replica in effective ways (such 

as through story-telling and by using props), management influence visitor perceptions and 

experiences of the replica by shaping their understanding of it (Chapter 2 and 5). On a more 

practical level, the management structure also interact with Lascaux II by operating tours inside 
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it. They determine the duration of the tour, the size of the tour group and the physical position 

of visitors inside the replica. In doing so, they also directly influence how visitors interact with 

the replica. The 40-minute tour, the six-minute gap in between groups, and the 25-person tour 

influence how visitors experience the replica by shaping the physical (crowding) and 

environmental (noise) conditions inside it (Chapter 5 and 8, Appendix B). In addition to these 

interactions, there are others that stem from Lascaux IV, which influence the experience and 

perceptions of visitors to Lascaux II.  

 

Lascaux IV influence the perceptions of visitors to Lascaux II in interesting ways. This 

stems from its first interaction with the Lascaux Cave. Lascaux IV interacts with its original 

by presenting a near complete reproduction of it. As such, it presents an entirely different 

interpretation of the Lascaux Cave. This, in turn, results in one last interaction from Lascaux 

IV. It directly threatens the attendance of Lascaux II. Several visitors reported a disappointment 

in being unable to visit Lascaux IV as a result of a delay in its opening at the time of my 

fieldwork at the site. For some, this negatively influenced their experience of Lascaux II by 

skewing their expectations of it (Chapter 3 and 8). I believe that disappointments such as these 

symbolise a greater risk to the site. Visitors may prefer to visit Lascaux IV’s “bold, enigmatic” 

images, while Lascaux II’s visitor numbers plummet (James 2017:1371). Taken together, 

interactions between the replica’s at Lascaux and IV, visitors themselves, the tour guides, the 

management structure and the creators of the replica all influenced how visitors perceived and 

experienced Lascaux II. These networks of interactions, along with those at Chauvet Cave 2, 

have allowed me to understand how rock art replicas are perceived by visitors and in so doing, 

address both the aims and questions that have guided this research. 
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Figure 9.2. Actor-Network at Lascaux II.
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9.4 Research aims and questions revisited  

The broad aim of this thesis has been to explore visitor perceptions and experiences of 

immersive rock art replicas. I relied on visitor interviews because it is impossible to explore 

visitor perceptions without hearing verbatim testimony. I used Actor-Network theory to 

reconstruct interactions that influence the ways in which visitors experience rock art replicas. 

I found that what a visitor brings to a rock art replica (previous experience, motivation, 

expectation) is just as important as what a rock art replica brings to a visitor (environment, 

appearance, setting); both shape perceptions and experiences of a replicated rock art site. This 

section revisits my initial research questions.  

 

RQ1) What is the relationship between the theoretical research conducted on 

reproductions and their practical installation in cultural and heritage organisations? 

Authenticity defines the relationship between research on rock art replicas and their 

practical installation in the heritage landscape. Every aspect of a rock art replica’s design, 

presentation and interpretation can be traced back to different aspects of the concept. In the 

literature, authenticity is paired to notions of ‘truth’. Definitions typically involve terms such 

as ‘actual’, ‘accurate’ or ‘true’ (Kidd 2011; Reisinger and Steiner 2006; Waitt 1999). 

Authenticity, in these terms, shape rock art replicas in the literal sense. To ensure that the first 

three-dimensional copies of rock art had an “absolute truthfulness” casts were made by 

applying layers of wet paper directly on the surface of engravings (Williams and Twohig 2015, 

Chapter 2). To guarantee that the ceiling of Altamira was reproduced in “actual” size contours 

of the frame were plotted in situ (Delluc and Delluc 1984:195).  To create ‘accurate’ replicas 

at Lascaux IV, laser scanning, digital photography and 3D printing were used to replicate the 

original cave within a one-millimetre tolerance (Snøhetta 2018). If we were to judge 

authenticity purely on these limited associations, rock art replicas with these qualities are 

authentic. They each have geometric properties that connect these rock art replicas to notions 

of truth. Yet there are many aspects to authenticity in the literature, and rock art replicas have 

been shaped by more than one.  

 

In heritage conservation research, authenticity is heavily associated with notions of 

‘reality’. It is positioned as having “real and immutable characteristics that can be identified 

and measured” (Jones 2010:182). Authentication methods, such as judgements by experts and 

dating methods, test whether things are what they appear to be (Trilling 1972:93). This 
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connection between authenticity and reality has influenced rock art replicas. Prior to 

constructing replicas, original rock art sites are authenticated by experts and tested to confirm 

their age. Renowned prehistorian Henri Breuil confirmed that the Lascaux Cave held, what 

were at the time conceived to be some of the “earliest example[s] of human art” (Smith 

2004:219). International rock art expert Jean Clottes authenticated the Chauvet Cave (Chapter 

5, discussed above). Drawings at Chauvet Cave have been subjected to thorough 14C dating 

(Bocherens et al. 2006; Quiles et al. 2016; Valladas et al. 2001, Chapter 5). Lithics, animal 

bones and stone lamps has been dated using 14C at the Lascaux Cave. Accelerator mass 

spectronomy (AMS) has also been used to date a spear and reindeer antler (Valladas et al. 

2013). Dates gathered from these tests confirm that these original rock art sites are ancient. It 

is here that replicas take some of this originality, this realness into their presentation. Ochre 

pigments from Lascaux Cave form rock art painted on Lascaux II’s and Lascaux IV’s walls 

(Delluc and Delluc 1984; Snøhetta 2018). The authenticator of Chauvet Cave is present in 

videos at Chauvet Cave 2 (as discussed above, Chapter 5). Real parts the authenticated rock art 

sites are therefore present in their replicas. Nevertheless, there is one further aspect of 

authenticity in the literature that influences rock art replicas significantly, and its success, is 

debatable.  

 

In tourism literature, authenticity is considered an experiential outcome. It resides outside 

of everyday life and is achieved in moments that allow tourists to feel themselves to be in touch 

with the ‘real’ world or their ‘real’ selves (Chhabra et al. 2003:705; Handler and Saxton 

1988:242-243). An authentic experience is a result of shared efforts between a provider and a 

tourist. The provider stages authenticity through location, direct experience, associations with 

famous objects and place branding. The tourist projects authenticity onto the observable 

offering and during activities they take part in (Prentice 2001:22; Reisinger and Steiner 2006, 

Chapter 3). This is the closest relationship rock art replicas have with authenticity. Immersive 

rock art replicas are geographically and physically staged close to their original. Their purpose 

is to allow visitors to experience emotions prompted by the rock art site on which they are 

based. They are outwardly connected to, and marketed as, being associated with famous rock 

art caves. They are obviously branded. No visitor can mistake Chauvet Cave 2’s association 

with the Chauvet Cave. No tourist can be oblivious to the marketed connection between 

Lascaux II and the Lascaux Cave. Signs, images and merchandise adorned with Lascaux’s rock 

art infiltrate Montignac and serve to entice visitors up the hill to Lascaux II (Chapter 5). Visitors 

themselves do their part. They escape the monotony of everyday life and go on an adventure 
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to a replicated rock art site. They can let themselves believe, or imagine, that what they are 

seeing, hearing and experiencing is the real rock art site. Tour guides help them along the way 

by regaling details of the original rock art site, as does the convincing replica itself. In some 

cases, these things can combine to allow a visitor to feel that they are in a real rock art cave 

(Chapters 6, 7 and 8). Yet if we were to evaluate authenticity in these terms, we could use 

several different factors to determine a rock art replica’s authenticity.  

 

If one person experiences the replica as the original, does that make the replica 

‘successfully’ authentic? Or do we need a statistically significant number of visitors to 

definitively tell us if they feel this way? Would a blurry vision of the “ancient way of life and 

thought” (James 2016:519) suffice? Or would only a complete “psychological immersive 

experience” (Murray 1997:98-99) of the past serve? We need to remember that there is (to my 

knowledge) no empirical knowledge as to whether visitors experience any of these sensations 

at original rock art sites. But more broadly, we also need to consider whether we, as heritage 

managers and researchers, really want people to have this kind of experience at all. To know 

that someone can visit Chauvet Cave 2 and feel as if they’ve been in the real Chauvet Cave 

risks destabilising the original. Maybe it is better for replicas to be announced overtly. Lascaux 

II’s damaged ceiling, Chauvet Cave 2’s position in a building, as well as the lack of a cave-like 

environment in both, do enough to remind visitors they aren’t experiencing the real thing. 

Conceptually, the aim of rock art replicas may be stated in emotional and experiential terms 

(Chapters 3 and 5) but practically, there are weaknesses that result in these aims being partially 

(if at all) fulfilled. Replicas do not allow most visitors to experience the emotion of the original 

rock art site’s discovery and cannot substitute for the experience their original.   

 

RQ2) How can audiences and organisations interact with rock art reproductions in ways 

that they cannot do at original rock art sites? 

In many ways, this thesis has explored what rock art replicas can do. Rock art replicas can 

be made meaningful in similar ways to original rock art sites. They can provide a form of access 

to original rock art sites, and they can be considered heritage in their own right. Yet there are 

marked differences between how organisations interact with rock art replicas in comparison to 

original rock art sites. If we think of interaction in its simplest form, it is things communicating 

with each other (Law 1992). Organisations can communicate powerfully with, and through, 

rock art replicas in ways that they cannot do at original rock art sites.  
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Original rock art sites are inherently bound by their location, physicality and fragility. 

Authorities have attempted to limit which original sites are able to be reproduced within their 

borders. This has typically involved governments seeking restrict their replication or 

reconstruction through intellectual property laws (for expanded discussions see: Champion 

2015; Frederick and O’Connor 2009; Guttentag 2010; Jeffrey 2015; Kalay et al. 2008; Leavy 

et al. 2008; Thorley 2002). Organisations charged with their management and conservation are 

limited by the physical space the rock art site occupies as well as by the impact it can withstand 

from continual human presence. Confined areas of rock art caves may be altered to improve 

visitor comfort and access, but these must be considered “necessary and reasonable provisions” 

(Clottes and Chippindale 1999:195). Lights, walkways and ladders are sometimes considered 

reasonable. Altering the structure of a rock art site (after Lascaux) is not. Many rock art sites 

are thus unable to cater for visitors with physical disabilities (such as Les Combarelles, 

Appendix B). In addition to these restrictions, organisations operating original rock art sites 

are limited by what visitor access they can supply.  

 

Access to an original rock art cave is typically determined by changes to the site’s 

environment. Any negative change to the environment results in the number of visitors allowed 

in being reduced (Clottes and Chippindale 1999:195). These limitations can result in visitors 

queuing, potentially for hours, to purchase a ticket that may not be available on the day (such 

as Les Combarelles, Appendix B). Together, these factors limit how organisations can 

communicate through, and interact with, original rock art sites. They restrict what kind of 

interpretive infrastructures (such as walking paths or information panels) can be installed in or 

near the site. They also limit the type of visitor programmes (events or activities) that can be 

offered on-site and, how these can be changed over time. These have a powerful impact on the 

ways visitors themselves can communicate and interact with an original rock art site. Physical 

access to spaces, encounters with different types of information and activities performed by 

visitors profoundly influence the personal experience, understanding, and significance of a 

heritage site (ICOMOS 2008; Weiler and Walker 2014). In contrast to these limitations and 

their implications, organisations offering an interaction with rock art replicas have 

extraordinary freedom in the ways they can present and interpret original sites.  

 

Rock art replicas provide organisations with powerful communication tools. Those in 

control of a replica’s operation and management are not tied to the types of restrictions that are 

necessary in original rock art sites. Each aspect of a rock art replica’s design can be altered. 
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Each aspect of their presentation is malleable. While these are guided by authenticity (both in 

respecting the original and communicating its significance, discussed above), there remains a 

substantial freedom in the ways in which organisations can choose to present rock art replicas 

to audiences. At the concept stage, Lascaux IV was planned entirely as a digital experience. 

Data collected from the Lascaux Cave were going to create a virtual reality display (Craig Riley 

pers. comm. 2016). While the site is now built into the landscape of the Dordogne, that type of 

design freedom, to choose a replica’s material form, is not possible at an original site. 

Relatedly, organisations are also not bound to landscape or physical space occupied by an 

original site. Replica sites can be selected, the contents and shape of the replica can be chosen, 

and access to the site can be designed. The Razal site was selected for Chauvet Cave 2 after 

four search campaigns, less than 40% of the Chauvet Cave is presented and visitors to the site 

are given easy access via ramps, smooth paths and wide walkways (Cachat et al. 2012:18, 

James 2016:523, Chapter 5). Both the site and replica could have presented a very different 

interpretation of the Chauvet Cave if organisations in charge had made different choices. 

Organisations also have the power to intrinsically shape a visitor experiences and perceptions. 

The landscape and design of the replica both have the ability to influence how visitors 

experience it (Chapter 2 and 3). The way visitors access rock art replicas influence their 

experience inside it. Tour guides, tour group size and number of visitors inside the replica at 

any one time fundamentally affect how visitors perceive them (discussed above, Chapter 3, 7 

and 8). Together, these are just some of the interactions that organisations have with immersive 

rock art replicas. Every decision, every implication of that choice is an interaction, a 

communication from the organisation to the replica, and subsequently, to the visitor. These 

decisions also influence how visitors interact, or communicate with, rock art replicas in ways 

that they cannot do at an original site.  

 

Visitors interact with rock art replicas in ways that they cannot do at original sites. 

Conceptually, visitors make meaning from, and attribute sole value to, rock art replicas 

(Chapter 7 and 8). This is important. It challenges the notion that we have an inherent 

scepticism towards replicas more broadly. In the literature, high-quality replicas are positioned 

as being unequal in rendering the same power as originals (Hampp and Schwan 2014; Holtorf 

2005, Chapter 3). They are also described as inferior in both status and aesthetics to originals 

(Gazda 2002, Chapter 2). There are certainly elements of truth to these views. I have just 

discussed the ways in which rock art replicas prevent many authentic experiences from 

developing in visitors. Yet what I want to make explicit here is that rock art replicas hold value 
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and meaning that original rock sites do not. Rock art replicas may be inferior in one way, but 

they are superior in another. They can be viewed as better than an original by allowing a visitor 

to ‘see’ a rock art site without being responsible for its ruin. Lowenthal (1975:33-34) wrote 

that “our interest in the past causally connects with threats to its survival.” Destruction and 

pollution “promote the substitution of copies” for “actual relics of the past.” This may be true, 

but no visitor wants to feel singularly responsible for the imminent loss of an original rock art 

site. Thompson (1972:42) takes this further and states that “original works will be embalmed 

in some inaccessible stronghold while the public is fed on replicas.” For some rock art sites, 

this is certainly true. Chauvet Cave is a fortress protected by difficult terrain, surveillance 

cameras and security codes (Chapter 5). At the same time, visitors are just a couple of 

kilometres away safely enjoying its replica. Perhaps a comforting thought is that visitors 

themselves may gain something that they would not at an original site: an awareness that their 

presence is not degrading the original.  

 

RQ3) What is the most effective mode of display for rock art reproductions in cultural 

and heritage organisations?  

Rock art replicas can be presented in a range of ways using different materials.  Large, 

permanent, immersive structures such as Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux II can entirely surround 

visitors. Durable, partially immersive structures such as Lascaux III can be assembled to form 

travelling exhibitions. Panels can be suspended in galleries as part of museum displays such as 

at the American Natural History Museum (Chapter 4). These physical copies can also be 

substituted for virtual or augmented ones. Virtual tours can be accessed by computers (Lascaux 

Cave, Chauvet Cave, Chapter 2). Virtual- and augmented-reality technologies are beginning to 

be installed in museums (Appendix B). Rock art replicas can now be physical or virtual, 

copying entire chambers or a singular rock art panel. For heritage managers and visitors alike, 

these options present a variety of display possibilities. In order to display rock art replicas 

effectively, however, I contend that they should be as immersive as practicable and physical in 

nature.  

 

Throughout this thesis, I have argued that immersive rock art replicas present a myriad of 

advantages for their visiting audiences. Immersive rock art replicas are able to communicate in 

a variety of ways. Through their visual impact, immersive rock art replicas are able to overcome 

boundaries of language and text (Blockley 1999; Lowenthal 1985; Silverstone 1988). Through 

their use of three-dimensions, immersive rock art replicas can provide a spatial reality and 
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intimacy that is not possible through “two-dimensional or small-scale exhibits” (Jameson 

2004:2). Through their encompassing design, immersive rock art replicas can provide a setting 

for which visitors can make meaning in similar ways to original rock art sites (Chapters 2 and 

3). Through their application of theoretical concepts, immersive rock art replicas are also able 

to allow visitors to perceive notions of authenticity and simulacra (Chapters 7 and 8). These 

things all contribute to positive experiences with rock art replicas. To present a rock art replica 

without these qualities and related advantages risks unravelling the things that make them 

effective interpretation tools.  

 

In Chapters 7 and 8, I made a series of recommendations that may benefit Chauvet Cave 2 

and Lascaux II. In this chapter, I want to make some recommendations that may have the 

potential to benefit immersive rock art replicas more broadly. In Chapter 2, I introduced 

questions posed by James (2016:519) in relation to how much of a rock art site ought to be 

copied. Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 demonstrate that it is not essential to copy every 

element of a rock art site to create a meaningful experience for visitors. Nevertheless, the 

advantages of three-dimensions, the influence of being immersed in an environment, and 

walking through it, suggest that rock art replicas ought to reproduce as much of the original 

rock art site as practical. Whether this is determined by the maximum amount of space an 

exhibit can fill in a museum or the amount of resources allocated to a purpose-built 

development will depend on each, unique replicated rock art project. Organisations in charge 

of their development and operation ought to prioritise the journey, the pilgrimage from entering 

the grounds of the site to reaching the replica itself. This could heighten the anticipation and 

thus experience of being inside the reproduction.  Providing a long, dark, cave-like walkway 

into the replica or installing gates or doors so that they can be unlocked while visitors watch 

and wait, for example, could help facilitate this feeling (Appendix B). Organisations should 

also prioritise the visual impact of the immersive replica. That is not to say, however, that 

attention should not be given to the senses of smell, touch, and sound. Touch can add meanings 

and information to a visitor experience of a heritage site or object (Chapters 3 and 8). It could 

be facilitated at immersive rock art sites through developing purpose-built exhibits that 

encourage visitors to ‘feel the cave’ prior to entering into the replica. Sound has the potential 

to provide information of an environment’s real spatial qualities (Chapter 3). Sounds from 

original rock art caves, such as echoes of dripping water, have the ability to provide additional 

information to visitors, as well as the potential to influence perceptions of authenticity. Audio 

guides which include these sounds, or sounds integrated into the replicated environment, could 
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be used in immersive rock art replicas more broadly. Scents are able to become associated with 

specific sites and contribute to unique visitor experiences. Similarly to sound, smell could be 

used at immersive rock art sites to influence perceptions of authenticity and evoke emotional 

responses (Chapters 3, 7 and 8). Exhibits (such as the one in use at La Cité Du Vin, Appendix 

B) providing visitors with an opportunity to smell the original rock art cave site could be 

installed at the entry point of the replica. Scents could also be used inside the replica itself. 

Recommendations related to scent and sounds do, however, have the potential to push 

immersive rock art replicas into the realms of Disneyfication.  

 

In Chapter 3, I noted similarities between techniques that can lead to a Disneyfication of 

heritage and interpretative elements used at Chauvet Cave 2. Any interpretation used at 

immersive replicated rock art sites is susceptible to this comparison given their themed and 

constructed nature. As such, it is imperative for managers of rock art replicas to consider the 

implications of using specific techniques to interpret original rock art. A single exhibit using 

scent, for example, may not produce a sense of Disneyfication. But this exhibit, combined with 

an interactive digital guide, animated videos and/or overly stylised narratives could result in 

the Disneyfication of a rock art site. More broadly, it could also result in the visiting experience 

being mediated by technology. Part of rock art’s allure is that it is marked by the human hand.  

 

It shows a tactile relationship people have had (and continue to have) with the Earth. To 

reduce that relationship to a technical experience risks jeopardising part of what makes rock 

art remarkable. I have discussed virtual and augmented reality technologies, how visitors have 

used and perceived them, and how I have experienced them in cultural heritage organisations 

(see Chapters 2, 7, 8 and Appendix B). These technologies can provide novel experiences with 

the past. They may be considered appropriate for private, home edutainment purposes. 

Nevertheless, they are not (as yet) comparable, in the least, to physically immersive replicas. 

They remain largely bound by the “‘weirdness’ of the digital realm” (Jeffrey 2015:145) and 

they are difficult for audiences to engage and use. Significant further development is required 

before I would recommend them to cater for large public audiences or to provide meaningful 

engagements with rock art. Focus may be best directed toward bolstering the presentation of 

physically immersive rock art replicas.  

 

Throughout this thesis, I have explored notions of place, landscape and meaning (Holtorf 

2005; Smith 2006). The common thread linking these concepts is us. Our connection to past 
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human experiences. Management of immersive replicated rock art sites have the ability to 

encourage visitors to gain a sense of this experience. Maps detailing how past peoples may 

have moved through the landscape, wayfinding signs detailing directions and distance to other 

related sites, suggested itineraries (such as, ‘if you have 3 days here, visit X and X’) and 

walking trails lined with interpretive activities can encourage visitors to situate their experience 

of the rock art replica as part of something bigger. This does not risk jeopardising the 

experience at an immersive rock art replica, rather it has the potential facilitate essential 

meaning making that could connect visitors to the site, and others, in powerful ways. We, as 

heritage managers and archaeologists, do not consider rock art sites in isolation from each 

other. We consider these sites alongside the physical features of the area, behavioural 

suggestions to explain artefact finds and note comparable discoveries elsewhere. These types 

of information change our understandings of a site. Visitors to immersive rock art sites ought 

to be given similar opportunities.  

 

9.5 Research implications and significance 

I have explored the visitor experience provided by immersive rock art replicas in two 

replicated rock art sites in France. Through Actor-Network theory, I have shown that a visitor’s 

experience is influenced by a variety of complex interactions. I have demonstrated that rock 

art replicas are able to foster perceptions of authenticity in visitors who attend them. As such, 

I have thus contributed to filling gap in the literature by empirically investigating the 

experience provided by rock art replicas not included in any previous studies. As such, there 

was previously no understanding of whether efforts to create ‘authentic’ rock art replicas 

resulted in manifestations of this concept, and others, in visitors (and see Duval et al. 2019).  

 

Conceptualising the visitor experience provided by rock art replicas is essential to tourism 

and heritage research more broadly. It allows us to understand what aspects of the replica are 

important to visitors and suggests what parts of the replicated experience can be improved. My 

use of Actor-Network theory benefits our understanding of the visitor experience. It is a 

concept that has been difficult to capture because it is inherently subjective. Different authors 

propose alternative ways to define, measure, and model the concept (Falk and Dierking 2012; 

Packer and Ballantyne 2016; Sheng and Chen 2012). Nevertheless, most agree that gaining 

information from visitors themselves is crucial to investigating the visitor experience. My use 

of words from informants allows us to address the things that inhibit meaning making 
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throughout a visitor’s attendance to a replicated rock art site. This data is becoming 

increasingly important given that immersive rock art replicas are attracting huge audience 

numbers year on year (Chapter 5). Without this type of information, it is impossible to 

understand how visitors experience these sites, what they might communicate to others about 

it, and how we can make them feel long after their visit is over (Schmitt 2003).  

 

9.6 Future work 

More work is required to improve our understanding of rock art replicas and of the visitor 

experience more broadly. Here, I detail some future research directions for rock art replicas as 

both immersive, stand-alone tourist attractions and as smaller objects as part of museum 

displays.   

 

1. Lascaux II, Lascaux IV and Chauvet Cave 2 

Lascaux II presents a distinct avenue for future research. One pressing research issue is 

how such an earlier installation can remain relevant now that Lascaux IV operates just a few 

hundred meters away. It is doubtful that even the most motivated visitor, with substantial 

personal interest, would attend both sites during their stay in the Dordogne. This I would 

contend that these sites are in direct competition with each other. One avenue for a future study, 

then, would be to explore how visitors experience and perceive Lascaux II and Lascaux IV 

differently, given that they both replicate the same original rock art site. Comparisons between 

these sites could be illuminating. They could assist management in ensuring that each of these 

sites offers a distinctly unique experience thereby limiting competition between them. They 

could also further our understanding of how rock art replicas have changed over time as well 

as the ways in which visitor satisfaction is influenced by these changes. In addition to these 

research avenues for Lascaux II and Lascaux IV, there are also a range of future research 

directions for Chauvet Cave 2.  

 

At Chauvet Cave 2, the visitor experience is shaped not only by the replica but by on-site 

facilities, such as the Galerie de l’Aurignacien and the Palaeolithic Camp. Visitors are able to 

control the tempo of their visit and choose if they will go into the museum, participate in the 

activities, or skip them all together. Studies using a range of data collection techniques, such 

as before and after interviews and timing and tracking observation, have the ability to provide 

us with a fuller sense of the visitor experience at Chauvet Cave 2. They also have the ability to 
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help us understand what roles these additional interpretive infrastructures play in shaping how 

visitors experience the site. In addition to studies, Chauvet Cave 2 would also benefit from 

further analysis of data collected as part of this thesis. This study was limited to analysing 41 

interviews from English speaking informants. During data collection, Charlotte Malgat 

collected an additional 60 interviews from French speaking respondents (Chapter 5). Analysis 

and comparisons between these English and French speaking informants would provide an 

interesting cross-cultural comparison. It has the potential to illuminate how different cultural 

backgrounds influence visitor perceptions and experiences of Chauvet Cave 2. Currently no 

such comparison between data sets has been attempted.  

 

2.  Multi-sensorial experiences and perceptions of authenticity  

Several aspects of this research suggest that multi-sensorial experiences significantly 

influence how visitors experience and perceive archaeology and heritage. Despite a growing 

body of literature exploring what is lost in the ‘do not touch’ philosophy instilled in museums 

and heritage sites (Saunderson 2011), more is needed. In relation to immersive rock art replicas, 

specific research directions could include explorations into whether the use of different smells, 

temperatures, and humidity levels influence a visitor’s experience of the replica. Presumably, 

environmental conditions that mimicked the original rock art site would increase a visitor’s 

ability to experience and perceive authenticity. Whether this is correct and if this change 

increases the quality of the overall visiting experience presents an enormous research 

opportunity. It has the ability to further our understanding of the ways in which multi-sensorial 

experiences are able to further engage visitors in narratives that are already established inside 

immersive rock art replicas.  

 

3. Perceptions and experiences generated from rock art in other countries  

This research has focused on two rock art replicas in France. There is a need to explore 

replicas from other countries. One aspect this research could focus on is how the visitor 

experience is affected when the replica is of more recent rock art or, when the rock art is made, 

for example, by a contemporary Indigenous population. There are rock art replicas in the Hall 

of Human Origins at the National Museum of Natural History in Washington D.C and in the 

American Natural History Museum in New York. There are rock art replicas of the Altamira 

Cave in the Archaeological Museum of Madrid and the Deutsches Museum in Munich (Delluc 

and Delluc 1984; Harcourt-Smith 2012). There was a depiction of a Wandjina in an exhibition 

at the Western Australian Museum (Western Australian Museum 2016). Undertaking this type 
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of research has the ability to contribute empirical evidence regarding the perceptions and 

experiences generated by a different type of replicated rock art.  

 

9.7 Concluding remarks 

In this thesis, I have explored immersive rock art replicas in the heritage and tourism 

landscape, contextualising their use as part of a broader framework. There are both benefits 

and limitations in the ways that they allow visitors to form meaningful engagements with them 

(Chapter 2). I have also investigated a body of theoretical literature that defines our relationship 

to immersive rock art replicas: authenticity, simulacra and pilgrimage influence how visitors 

experience them (Chapter 3). I investigated these concepts at two immersive replicated rock 

art sites in France. Through visitor interviews, observations, and Actor-Network theory, I 

identified how immersive rock art replicas provoke a diverse range of perceptions from visitors 

(Chapters 4-8). These perceptions are influenced by powerful interactions between visitors and 

the conceptual and practical environment held by the replica. Visitor knowledge, motivation 

and previous experiences combine with the replica’s setting and context to shape their overall 

visiting experience. Perceptions of the replica are also strongly influenced by the original rock 

art sites they copy, especially where authority and authenticity has been transmitted by their 

management. Immersive rock art replicas can instil powerful experiences in visitors. Further 

research is needed to confirm whether these experiences provide effective heritage outcomes. 

Our need to protect the original site – along with our desire to experience authenticity – has 

resulted in the creation of a substitute in heritage management and perception. The interplay 

between visitors, replicated rock art sites, interpretive infrastructures, management structures 

and original rock art have been demonstrated at Chauvet Cave and Lascaux II. Our desire to 

privilege and protect the original and our enduring relation with authenticity has resulted in the 

development of a heritage experience that can accommodate both realms.  
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Appendix A Interview schedule 

 
This appendix includes the interview schedules I employed to interview visitors to Chauvet 

Cave 2 and Lascaux II during fieldwork in 2016. 

 

Chauvet Cave 2 interview schedule 
 
 
1. Place of Execution 
o Path out of the replica 
o Outside Gift Shop 
o Parking lot 
o La Terrasse Restaurant 
 
2. Date:  
3. Time: 
 
4. Which country are you from? 
o France    
o Belgium     
o England    
o Ireland   
o Germany    
o Scotland    
o Netherlands   
o Denmark    
o USA   
o Other: __________  
 
6. If you live in France, what is your 
postcode?  
 
7. Is this your first visit to the Ardèche? 
o Yes (Go to Q10)  
o No (Go to Q8, Q9)  
 
8. How many times have you been to the 
Ardèche?  
 
 
 
 
 

 
9. On average, how often do you come to 
the Ardèche?  
o I live here      
o Several times a year  
o Once a year   
o Once every two years   
o Once every 5 years 
 
10. How long will you stay in the 
Ardèche during your current visit?  
o For the day      
o For the weekend  
o For less than a week      
o1 week 
o From 1 to 2 weeks        
o 2 weeks  
o More than 2 weeks         
 
11. Who are you visiting with today?  
(Multiple answers possible) 
¨ Own my own   
¨ With a spouse/partner       
¨ With family     
¨ With friends      
¨ With a tour or organised group  
 
12. Are you travelling with children  
(under 10)?  
o Yes     
o No  
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13. What state is your tourist 
accommodation in:  
o Drôme   
o Ardèche   
o Gard  
o Loire       
o Not applicable   
o Other: __________  
 
14. What town is your tourist 
accommodation in? 
 
15. Is this stay in the Ardèche apart  
of a larger travel itinerary within 
France?  
o Yes (Go to Q16)     
o No (Go to 17)  
16. If yes, can you describe your route in 
France? In Europe?  
 
17. What motivated you to come into the 
Ardèche?  
 
18. What are your main activities 
during this visit?  
 
19. When you prepared to visit here 
today, did the fact that the Chauvet 
Cave is registered as a World Heritage 
Site motivate you to visit?  
o Yes     
o No    
o More or less    
20. Why/why not:  
 
21. Is this your first visit to the Caverne 
du Pont d’Arc?  
o Yes       
o No   
 
22. If you have been to the Caverne du 
Pont d’Arc before, how many times?  
 
23. When was your last visit?  
o Less than 15 days     
o Last month 
o Between 2-4 months  
o Between 4-8 months    
o Between 8 and 12 months  

24. Before arriving in the Ardèche,  
did you plan to visit the replica of the 
Chauvet Cave?  
o Yes (Go to 28)    
o No (Go to Q29)     
 
25. If yes, would you say that the visit is:  
o The main reason for you coming to  
the Ardèche 
o An important reason but among  
others  
o One reason among others  
o A secondary reason 
 
26. How did you hear about Caverne  
du Pont d’Arc? 
 
27. Who accompanied you on this  
visit today?  
(Single answer only) 
o I’m alone   
o With my husband/ wife/ partner    
o With my family   
o With my friends  
o With an organized tour group 
o Other: ____________ 
 
28. Who came up with the idea to  
visit today?  
(Please check one box only) 
o Myself   
o My partner/husband/wife  
o My child/children  
o Family member                    
o Friends  
o Part of a tour/school group  
o Other: ______________  
 
29. Why were you interested in visiting 
the Caverne du Pont d’Arc today? 
 
30. What are you looking forward to seeing 
while visiting? 
(Two possible answers) 
o The feeling of visiting the real cave 
o Seeing what the drawings look like 
o Getting information on drawings and the 
production techniques 
o Getting information about the  
lifestyle of the Aurignacian   
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31. Have you visited other replicas of rock 
art sites? Or original rock art  
sites in France or anywhere else in the 
world?  
o Rock art sites  
o No rock art sites 
o Cave sites (no rock art)  
o Cave sites and rock art sites  
32. If rock art or cave sites, which ones?  
 
33. In visiting the Caverne today, did  
you enjoy your visit? Did you like 
being inside the Caverne? 
 
34. Would you recommend the Caverne to 
other people? 
o Yes      
o No  
35. Why/why not: 
 
36. Did you experience a moment where you 
had the impression of being in a 
real cave during your visit?  
o Yes      
o No  
37. Why/why not:  
 
38. Did the presence of other people distract 
you?  
 
39. Have you heard of the possibility of 
free visits at night?  
o Yes      
o No  
 
40. Has your experience today at  
the Caverne made you want to visit 
other rock art replicas in the future?  
o Yes      
o No  
41. Why/why not:  
 
42. In terms of types of replicas, do you 
prefer to visit replicas that are physical, 
like the Caverne, or digital, like with 3D 
virtual reality headsets?  
o Physical replica      
o Digital replica   
43. Why/why not: 

 
44. Imagine that the original cave is open, 
and you have the choice of visiting the real 
cave or the replica cave, what would you do 
and why?  
o Original     
o Replica  
45. Why/why not?  
 
46. Are you:  
o Male     
o Female 
 
47. Age_______________________



Lascaux II interview schedule 
 
1. Place of Execution 
o Path out of the replica 
o Souvenir shop 
o Parking lot 
 
2. Date:   
3. Time:  
 
4. Which country are you from? 
o France  
o Belgium  
o England 
o Ireland  
o Germany  
o Scotland 
o Netherlands  
o Denmark  
o USA 
o Other: ___________  
 
5. If you live in France, what is your 

postcode?  
 
6. Is this your first visit to the 

Dordogne region? 
o Yes (Go to Q9)   
o No (Go to Q7, Q8) 
 
7. How many times have you been to 

the Dordogne region?  
 
8. On average, how often do you come 
into the Dordogne region?  
o I live here   
o Several times a year  
o Once a year   
o Once every two years   
o Once every 5 years  
 
9.  How long will you stay in the 
Dordogne during your current visit?  
o For the day     
o For the weekend  
o For less than a week     
o1 week 
o From 1 to 2 weeks         
o 2 weeks  

 
 
o More than 2 weeks 
 
10. Who are you visiting with today?  
(Multiple answers possible) 
o Own my own    
o With a partner/spouse       
o With family     
o With friends      
o With a tour or organised group 
 
11. Are you travelling with children (under 
10)?  
o Yes         
o No  
 
12. What state is your tourist 
accommodation in: 
o Dordogne       
o Lot         
o Gironde       
o Not applicable 
o Other: ____________ 
 
13. What town is your tourist 
accommodation in? 
 
14. Is this stay in the Dordogne apart  
of a larger travel itinerary within 
France?  
o Yes (Go to Q15)  
o No (Go to Q16) 
 
15. If so, can you describe your route 
 in France? In Europe?  
 
16. What motivated you to come into 
Montignac/ Dordogne region?  
 
17. What are your main activities 
during this visit?  
 
18. Are you visiting any of the other 
cave sites or rock art sites?  
o Yes  
o No 
19. If yes, which ones?  
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20. When you prepared to visit here 
today, did the fact that the Lascaux 
Cave is registered as a World Heritage 
Site motivate you to visit?  
o Yes     
o No    
o More or less 
21. Why/why not: 
 
22. Is this your first visit to Lascaux II?  
o Yes       
o No (Go to Q23)  
 
23. If you have been to Lascaux II  
before, how many times?  
 
24. When was your last visit?  
o Less than 15 days   
o Last month 
o Between 2-4 months  
o Between 4-8 months  
o Between 8 and 12 months   
o Between 12-24 months 
o Between 2-3 years  
o Between 4-5 years  
o 5- 10 years                           
o Over 10 years 
 
25. What ticket did you buy?  
o Ticket for Lascaux II  
o Joint ticket for Lascaux II  
and Le Thot  
 
26. Before arriving in the Dordogne,  
did you plan to visit the replica of Lascaux 
Cave (Lascaux II)? 
o Yes (Go to Q27)  
o No (Go to Q28) 
 
27. If yes, would you say that the visit is:  
o The main reason for you coming to the 
Dordogne region 
o An important reason but among others  
o One reason among others  
o A secondary reason 
 
 
 
 

 
28. How did you hear about Lascaux II? 
 
 
29. Who accompanied you on this visit 
today?  
(Single answer only) 
o I’m alone     
o With my spouse/partner  
o With my family   
o With my friends    
o With an organized tour group 
 
30. Who came up with the idea to visit 
today?  
(Single answer only) 
o Myself  
o My spouse/partner 
o My child/children   
o Family member                    
o Friends  
o Part of a tour/school group 
o Other: _____________ 
 
31. Why were you interested in visiting 
Lascaux II today?  
 
32. What are you looking forward to seeing 
while visiting?  
(Two possible answers) 
o The feeling of visiting the real cave 
o Seeing what the paintings look like 
o Getting information on drawings  
and the production techniques 
o Getting information about the lifestyle  
of the Upper Palaeolithic  
 
33. Have you visited other replicas of rock 
art sites? Or original rock art sites in France 
or anywhere else in the world?  
o Rock art sites  
o No rock art sites  
o Cave sites (no rock art)  
o Cave sites and rock art sites 
34. If rock art or cave sites, which ones?  
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35. In visiting Lascaux II today, did you 
enjoy your visit? Did you like being inside 
Lascaux II? 
 
 
36. Would you recommend Lascaux II  
to other people? 
o Yes      
o No  
37. Why/why not: 
 
38. Did you experience a moment where you 
had the impression of being in a real cave 
during your visit?  
o Yes       
o No  
39. Why/why not?  
 
40. If you could choose, would you prefer to 
have a guided tour of Lascaux II or be able 
to make your own way through the cave?  
o Guided tour    
o On my own    
o Both       
41. Why?  
 
42. Has your experience at Lascaux II made 
you want to visit other rock art replicas in 
the future?  
o Yes      
o No  
43. Why/why not?  
 
44. Do you know about Lascaux IV?  
o Yes      
o No  
45. If yes, did you hear about it from  
the guide at Lascaux II? 
o Yes       
o No 
 
46. Do you think you will visit Lascaux 4 in 
the future?  
o Yes       
o No 
47. Why/why not?  
 
48. Imagine that the original cave is  
open and you can choose between  
visiting Lascaux and the replica,  

Lascaux II. Which one would you visit? 
o Original   
o Replica  
49. Why?  
50. In terms of replicas, do you  
prefer to visit replicas that are physical, like 
with Lascaux II today, or digital,  
like with 3D virtual reality headsets? 
o Physical replica     
o Digital replica  
51. Why?   
 
52. Are you: 
o Male.    
o Female  
 
53. Age_______________



 242 

Appendix B Observation results 

 
Introduction 

This appendix reports on nonreactive observations conducted between August and 

December 2016. During this period, I visited a diverse range of attractions (Chapter 5): The 

Louvre, Musee d’Orsay, Centre Pompidou, Musée d’Art Moderne de la Ville de Paris, Musée 

des Arts Décoratifs, Le Musée de l’Homme,  Cité de l’Architecture et du Patrimoine, Grotte et 

Musée de Préhistorie, La Cité du Vin, Pergamon Museum, Neues Museum, Deutsches 

Technikmuseum, Jewish Museum Berlin, Topography of Terror, Bode Museum, Altes 

Museum, Alte Nationalgalerie, The British Museum, Manchester Museum, The National 

Gallery, Natural History Museum, Science Museum, The Victoria and Albert Museum (V&A), 

Imperial War Museum, Tate Modern, Tate Britain, the Australian Centre for the Moving 

Image, Aven d’Orgnac, Grotte de la Madeleine, La Grotte de St Marcel d’Ardèche, Les 

Combarelles, Font-de-Gaume, Grotte de Rouffignac and Le Parc du Thot. Here, I enclose 

reports from eight of these observations that contribute to answering my research questions 

outlined in Chapter 1 and concepts I refer to in Chapters 2,3,7,8 and 9.  

 

Crowding: The Louvre  

In Chapter 3, I discussed immersive rock art replicas in relation to tourism. In Chapter 

7 and 8, I reported comments from visitors at Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 describing a 

desire to have a greater distance between tour groups, feeling rushed by tour groups behind 

them and how large numbers of visitors inside the replica made their visiting experience feel 

less unique. Here, I want to put these things together by recounting my visit to The Louvre, 

which I undertook in an effort to further understand the impact of crowding on the visiting 

experience.  

 

At the time of my visit, The Louvre was the most attended museum in the world 

(Themed Entertainment Association 2017:59-72). From beginning to end, my visit was, 

expectedly, hampered by crowding. I lined up in separate queues to enter the museum, buy my 
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ticket and collect a map. My path in and around the galleries was dictated by movements of 

others. I often avoided crowded rooms, objects surrounded by lots of visitors and areas which 

were overrun with private tour groups. My memories of my visit to The Louvre revolve around 

seeing hordes of people throughout the exhibition spaces, being jostled by crowds trying to get 

to and from particular rooms and observing interactions between visitors and technology. 

Several visitors made video calls in front of artworks while others touched and posed next to 

sculptures to take selfies. Overall, my experience of crowding at The Louvre resembles 

conclusions from researchers who note that it adversely impacts the quality of the visiting 

experience. It results in queuing, shoving and an inability to view the exhibits (Goulding 2000; 

James 2017; Levi and Kocher 2012; Maddison and Foster 2003). It is here that my overall point 

lies for immersive rock art replicas: crowding risks distracting the visitor, monopolising their 

attention and jeopardising an appreciation of the rock art (James 2009:1150). Measures may 

need to be taken by management to reduce the impact of crowding, especially now that sites 

explored in this study are typically managing upwards of 400,000 visitors per year (Chapter 1). 

Tour group size could be reduced, time between groups could be increased and number of 

visitors inside the replica at any one time could be decreased. This could improve the visitor 

experience provided by these sites, and by replicated rock art sites more broadly. In addition 

to this observation at The Louvre, I now want to turn to accessibility at the Grotte de Madeleine.  

 

Accessibility: Grotte de la Madeleine 

In Chapters 7 and 8, I reported several visitor comments which referenced the ease of 

access provided by Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2. Sloping ramps, wide walkways, smooth 

floors, and few stairs were all appreciated by visitors for their ability to provide a secure visiting 

experience. In an effort to further understand how these features benefited the visiting 

experience provided by these sites, I visited Grotte de la Madeleine.  

 

The Grotte de la Madeleine is a cave site in the Ardèche, roughly 20 minutes’ drive 

from Chauvet Cave 2. Similarly to rock art replicas explored in this study, the cave site is only 

accessibly by undertaking a tour. Once I arrived at the site, I collected an English audio-guide 

before embarking on the tour with French speaking group and guide. Throughout our 

exploration of two large caverns, I observed several instances where visitors had difficulties 

moving though sets of wet, narrow walkways and steep stairs. Visitors moved cautiously and 

often gripped onto the walkway railings for support. At near vertical stairs (that almost 
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resembled ladders), visitors were often assisted by others to ensure a safe descent. There were 

also several instances in which the tour guide advised visitors on where best to place their 

hands and feet in an effort to ensure they would not slip on the wet walkways or stairs. After 

we reached the bottom of the second cavern, we were shown a light show projected onto 

stalagmites and stalactites before being instructed to turn around and ascend back up the stairs 

and walkways to the exit.  

 

The overall point I want to make here is that the ease of access reported by visitors to 

Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 should not be underestimated. My observations at the Grotte 

de la Madeleine gave me an appreciation of the benefits Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2 provide 

most visitors. It is clear that difficulty accessing sites and moving through them does impact 

on a visitor’s experience (Falk and Dierking 2012). As such, it is essential for immersive rock 

art replicas to continue to provide easily accessible environments for visitors and ensure they 

are as accessible as possible for visitors who choose to attend them.  

 

Interactions: Grotte de Rouffignac and Les Combarelles 

In an effort to investigate how visitors interact with original rock art sites, I visited 

Grotte de Rouffignac and Les Combarelles in the Dordogne region in France. Here, I talk 

through my contrasting experiences of each site.  

 

On the 24th of August 2016, I visited Grotte de Rouffignac. My visit began by buying 

a ticket at the on-site ticket office, picking up my digital English guide and being led through 

large doors into a big cave chamber. I, and others on my tour, were greeted by a tour guide 

standing in front a battery-powered train. This was deemed a “reasonable” modification given 

that the rock art is some distance from the cave’s entrance (Clottes and Chippindale 1999:195, 

Chapter 2). After climbing aboard, we were instructed by the tour guide to keep our arms and 

legs inside the train at all times. Throughout our venture into the cave, the train stopped several 

times at areas of interest. This included 17th century graffiti, cave bear scratches and rock art 

from the Upper Palaeolithic (including paintings and engravings of rhinoceros, mammoths, 

and horses). At each stop, I read from my digital English guide while the guide interpreted the 

features to visitors in French. After roughly 20 minutes, we stopped at the end of a large 

chamber where we climbed off the train and walked over to look at rock art paintings in a 

hollow. The horses, ibex, bison and mammoth motifs were dimly lit, protected by metal railings 
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and plexiglass. Members of my tour group often surrounded each painting, moved close to 

view details of the rock art before shifting along to other areas of interest. After looking at the 

paintings and drawings, we were directed to re-board the train and were taken slowly back out 

to the entrance to end the tour.  

 

In describing my visit to Grotte de Rouffignac, there is one significant point I wish to 

make. The provision of the train largely reduces a visitor’s interaction of the cave to looking at 

the rock art and listening to the guide. Both of these interactions contrast the experiences 

provided by Chauvet Cave 2 and Lascaux II. These immersive environments allow visitors to 

walk through replicated cave chambers, move freely on the walkway and have their views 

unobstructed by protective screens. While I refer to notions of visitor movement in Chapters 7 

and 8, I now want to recount my visit to Les Combarelles, which provided an entirely different 

experience in comparison to Grotte de Rouffignac.  

 

My visit to Les Combarelles began by sitting in a queue for three hours to buy tickets 

outside of the Font-de-Gaume ticket office in Les Eyzies de Tayac, roughly 30 minutes’ drive 

from Lascaux II. Given the demand for tickets to Les Combarelles, Grotte de Font-de-Gaume 

and Abri du Cap-Blanc combined with limited daily tickets (42 per day for Les Combarelles, 

78 per day for Font-de-Gaume and 105 per day for Abri du Cap-Blanc in 2016), my wait for a 

ticket is standard for the height of the summer tourist season. After I bought my ticket, I drove 

a short distance to Les Combarelles and parked in a gravel parking lot, roughly 100 meters 

from the cave’s entrance. After meeting the tour guide, and five other visitors who formed my 

tour group, we walked towards the side of a low hanging, rocky cliff that had a door drilled 

into it, protected by a metal fence. We waited in anticipation as the guide unlocked, opened the 

gates and doors and ushered us into the cave. We were directed to put our belongings into a 

locker built into the side of the cave before being instructed that we were not allowed to take 

any photographs or record our visit in any way.  

 

After closing the door and locking us into the cave, the guide turned on the low, dim 

lights installed on either side of a walkway and illuminated, for the first time, a narrow tunnel. 

The cave was low, long and dimly lit. We were instructed that we were not to touch any of the 

walls and to watch out for particularly low hanging, narrow sections of the cave so we do not 

accidentally hit and damage the walls or ceiling. The guide pulled out a laser pointer and a 

hand-held torch and led us, in single file, to the first motif, which was about 50m into the cave. 
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Every step, it felt colder and colder. One engraving and painting after the other, further and 

further into the cave, we were shown a myriad of motifs of horses, bison, aurochs and reindeer. 

At each motif, the guide illuminated the rock art by holding up a dimly lit electric torch and 

used the laser pointer to highlight specific features while describing them. In situations where 

I, or others, couldn’t discern the motifs from the cave’s walls, the guide encouraged us to 

huddle around her, often describing interpretations of the motifs again and checking to see if 

we understood. There were also several instances where the guide re-arranged the group, which 

allowed us to get multiple viewpoints of the same figures. We were able to get particularly 

close to the motifs and actively had to avoid touching the walls of the cave because it was so 

narrow. After undertaking the hour-long tour, we carefully turned around and walked back the 

way we came. We collected our belongings and stepped outside into the bright sunny day to 

ask questions of the guide and visit the on-site tourist office.  

 

Overall, my visit to Les Combarelles provided an engaging and enjoyable visitor 

experience. The small group size, the long walk in and out of the cave, the cold temperatures, 

the use of torches, and the skill of the tour guide resulted in adventurous and intimate 

atmosphere. The tour was relaxed and well-paced. The cave itself was quiet and I became well 

aware that I was one of just a few people inside it. I continually appreciated the guide’s effort 

and patience in taking the time to explain and describe particularly hard to see motifs, as well 

as being able to see the rock art from a variety of angles. The cave’s narrow structure, combined 

with the ability to get close to the rock art, led to the perception that I was standing where 

someone stood thousands of years ago. This led to a sense of an authentic experience, a 

closeness to the people who created the rock art. While my visit of Les Combarelles was 

exceptional, the point I want to make here is that visitors interacted with the cave in an entirely 

different way to Grotte de Rouffignac. They walked into the cave, moved through it, were 

encouraged to view it from a multitude of different angles and were closely surrounded by a 

narrow tunnel. This is important because it relates to aspects of spatial and situational 

awareness discussed in Chapter 2. This experience not only provides a set of interactions that 

contrast those that occurred at Grotte de Rouffignac, it also provides a different experience 

with which to compare against Lascaux II and Chauvet Cave 2. I refer to elements of this in 

Chapter 9. I now want to turn to my visit at La Cité du Vin in order to explore the provision of 

multi-sensorial experiences, particularly in relation to smell.  
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Smell: La Cité du Vin 
In Chapter 3, 7,8 and 9, I explore notions in relation to smell. While Chauvet Cave 2 is 

advertised as possessing the smell of the Chauvet Cave (Chapter 3), I detected no discernible 

smell inside the replica, so I sought to experience scents and consider their impact by visiting 

La Cité du Vin in Bordeaux. La Cité du Vin is a museum dedicated to wine. The museum is 

designed to “focus on emotions, sensations and imagination” through an “immersive, sensorial 

approach” (La Cite du Vin 2018). In one of their permanent exhibition spaces, the museum 

addresses one of these tenants by enabling visitors to smell scents related to wine. This display 

is incredibly effective. It is a table, called the Buffet of Five Senses, which allows visitors to 

release scents of objects that are housed in glass jars. The visitor squeezes a black rubber ball 

which is connected to a glass jar with an object inside, such as coffee beans, to release the smell 

of coffee through an opening in the pipe. When I used this display, I released scents from glass 

jars containing leather, chocolate, wood and burnt incense. I also released scents from a ‘wine 

bouquet,’ a jar that combines all these scents together. While these smells do not sound 

particularly appealing, they allowed me to collect additional information that was not possible 

through purely visual means. After smelling these scents, I completed the wine tasting and in 

doing so, was able to taste flavours that I hadn’t been able to detect before. The only point I 

want to make here is that scents improved my understanding of these objects and of the subject 

the museum is designed around. As I refer note in Chapter 9, there is potential for management 

of replicated rock art sites to experiment with the installation of these devices, or something 

similar. This could not only give visitors a chance to smell the original rock art cave, it could 

also give visitors an opportunity to collect information about the cave that is otherwise not 

possible. This could serve to improve the visitor experience provided by replicated rock art 

sites. In addition to this observation, I now wish to recall my visit to Cité de l’Architecture & 

du Patrimoine in Paris to explore notions of place.  

 

Place: Cité de l’Architecture et du Patrimoine  

Throughout this thesis, I have discussed notions of place and landscape (Chapter 

3,5,6,7,8 and 9). In Chapter 3, I discussed the importance of landscape and place putting 

replicas near to their originals in context. I also noted a criticism against off-site displays, 

specifically museums, in that they are unable to do so (Blockley 1999). By visiting the Cité de 

l’Architecture et du Patrimoine in Paris, I sought to observe how elements of landscape and 
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place are interpreted in an off-site display in relation to replicated and original architectures. 

Architecture is intrinsically tied to these notions, and indeed, to understandings of heritage and 

archaeology (Bennett 1995; Champion and Dave 2007; Hems and Blockley 2006; Jameson 

2004; Knell et al. 2007; Remondino et al. 2009; Smith 2006). During my visit to Cité de 

l’Architecture et du Patrimoine, I focused my attention to the Galerie des Moulages, a 

permanent exhibition that displays full-size plaster casts of medieval architecture and sculpture 

(Chapter 2). In this exhibition, casts were presented alongside small graphic panels containing 

a map of the original fragment’s location, a photograph of the original building, and where it 

would have been positioned on, or in, a building. There were also original objects (displayed 

in an adjacent gallery) placed alongside graphic labels containing a map of the original location 

of the building and, in some cases, how it was destroyed. Significantly, the combination of 

graphics (through maps and photographs) and text (information on where, how and when the 

site was destroyed) provided a way for me, even as an international observer, to somewhat 

contextualise the location, landscape and place of the object outside the walls of the museum. 

While these labels and use of images align with research conducted on exhibition panels 

(Bitgood 2000; Serrell 1996), the point I wish to make here is that rock art installed in museums 

could be interpreted this way. This presentation still may not provide as much context as 

replicas near to their originals, but they may be an improvement on presentations that often 

omit geographic information and thereby limit notions of place. In contrast to this observation, 

I now want to recall my experiences with augmented and virtual reality technologies, which I 

discussed in Chapter 2 and 7-9.  

 

AR and VR experiences: Musée de l’Homme and ACMI 
In Chapter 2, I acknowledged essential considerations for the development of virtual 

rock art replicas through virtual reality technology. While visiting the Musée de l’Homme in 

Paris, I observed an augmented reality device that presented a complementary consideration. 

In the recently re-furbished permanent exhibition of the Galerie de l’Homme, there are a range 

of interactive and sensory based exhibits including video projections, custom-made touch 

screens, interactive stands, and exhibits involving sound and touch. One of the most interesting 

exhibits is a Neanderthal morphing station. As Schlanger (2016:1091) describes, it is “where 

bolder visitors queue to observe on screen their own faces, gradually squeezed and stretched 

into the robust physiognomy of our unjustly maligned cousin species.” While I agree with 

Schlanger’s (2016:1091) assessment in that it is a “head-spinning contraption”, it was a type 
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of display that I had not experienced before. As such, it had a novelty and became an enjoyable 

aspect of my visitor experience to the museum. Unexpectedly, so too did my experience of VR 

in a museum in Melbourne.  

 

The Australian Centre for the Moving Image (ACMI) presented Collisions: Lynette 

Wallworth as part of the Melbourne Festival. The exhibit had 12 Samsung GearVR HMDs with 

headphones. It allowed visitors to watch a VR presentation about Indigenous elder Nyarri 

Nyarri Morgan of the Martu people’s experience with nuclear testing in the South Australian 

desert (ACMI 2017). This display is one of few I have encountered that resulted in an enjoyable 

experience. The combination of Nyarri’s voice narrating a deeply personal story and aerial 

views of the Pilbara provided me, as a visitor, with an opportunity to experience and view the 

landscape in ways that are not usually possible. While I maintain that there are issues in 

employing this technology for the interpretation of rock art, as outlined in Chapters 2 and 9, 

my experiences with VR and AR described above demonstrate that powerful experiences with 

these technologies are indeed possible.  

 

Appendix summary 

This appendix has detailed select observations I conducted during fieldwork conducted 

in 2016. Each observation has sought to explore varying, significant issues that I discuss 

throughout my thesis. These issues not only contribute to answering the research questions 

outlined in Chapter 1, but also to the operations of immersive rock art replicas I have explored.  

As such, these observations complement data collected at these sites while also seeking to 

consider immersive rock art replicas may be designed and operated in such a way that these 

issues are addressed. 
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Appendix C Condensed interview data (first responder only) 
 
Chauvet Cave 2  
 

Interview 
No.  

Date and time Identifier Q3. Country 
of residence 

Q8. Length 
of current 
visit 

Q11. State of 
tourist 
accomm.  

Q16. 
Motivation 
to come 
into the 
Ardèche  

Q17. Main 
activities 
during visit 

Q27. Plan 
to visit the 
replica 
before 
arriving in 
the region 

29.  Heard 
about the 
Caverne du 
Pont d'Arc 

Q30. 
Accompanied on 
visit (single 
answer only) 

Q34. Previously 
visited rock art 
sites or original 
cave sites  

Q37. 
Moment 
of being 
in a real 
cave 

Q41. 
Visit 
rock art 
replicas 
in the 
future 

Q43. 
Physical 
cave or 
digital 

cave 

Q44. 
Visit 

original 
cave or 
replica 

cave 

1 1/08/2016, 12:20pm I01-R1-F-50 France For the day Drôme The 
Caverne du 
Pont d'Arc 

No response Yes Work 
colleague 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No No 
response 

Physical Original 

2 01/08/2016, 4:25pm I02-R1-M-32 Netherlands 2 weeks Ardèche Visited as a 
child 

Sightseeing Yes YouTube With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

3 02/08/2016, 11am I03-R1-M-48 Switzerland 2 weeks Not 
applicable 

Have a 
house in 
Ardèche 

No response Yes Media With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes Physical Original 

4 02/08/2016, 1pm I04-R1-F-62 Denmark For the day Provence-
Alpes-Côte 
d'Azur 

No 
response 

Pont Arc, the 
river 

Yes Newspaper With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No 
response 

Yes Physical Original 

5 02/08/2016, 1:10pm I05-R1-M-59 Germany For the 
weekend 

Ardèche No 
response 

No response Yes TV With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes No 
response 

Digital  Replica 

6 02/08/2016, 4:05pm I06-R1-F-61 USA For the day Vaucluse On the way 
from 
vacation 
stop to 
another 

The Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

Yes Internet With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites)  

No 
response 

Yes Physical Original 

7 02/08/2016,2:30pm I07-R1-F-48 Scotland 1 week Ardèche The gorges, 
the river, 
the scenery 

Swimming, 
mountain 
biking 

Yes Internet With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No No Physical Original 

8 03/08/2016, 12:25pm I08-R1-F-35 England For the 
weekend 

Ardèche No 
response 

No response Yes University With my 
partner/spouse 

Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

 8 03/08/2016, 12:25pm I08-R2-M-36 England For the 
weekend 

Ardèche The 
Caverne du 
Pont d'Arc 

The Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

Yes Film (Cave 
of Forgotten 
Dreams) 

With my 
partner/spouse 

Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

9 03/08/2016, 2pm I09-R1-F-41 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Ardèche The 
weather 

Swimming, 
the river 

Yes Drove past 
during 
previous 
trips to 
Ardèche 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Digital  Original 

10 03/08/2016, 3:20pm I10-R1-F-57 Austria More than 2 
weeks 

No response Chauvet 
Cave 

No response Yes Internet With my 
partner/spouse 

No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

11 03/08/2016, 4pm I11-R1-M-33 England For the 
weekend 

Ardèche No 
response 

The Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

Yes Internet I'm alone No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 



 251 

12 03/08/2016, 4:30pm I12-R1-F-43 France 1 week Ardèche Free 
holiday 

Swimming, 
sightseeing 

Yes Parents With my family Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

13 04/08/2016, 12:20pm I13-R1-M-36 Netherlands 1 week Not 
applicable 

Family 
lives here 

Canoeing, 
kayaking, 
cycling, 
visiting 
markets 

Yes Sister-in-law With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

14 04/08/2016, 5pm I14-R1-M-37 Fiji 1 week Bouches-du-
Rhône 

No 
response 

No response Yes Internet With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No No 
response 

Physical Original 

15 07/08/2016,11:15am I15-R1-M-59 Australia Less than 
one week 

No response Visiting 
friends 

The gorges No Friends With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

16 07/08/2016, 1pm I16-R1-F-33 England 1 week Not 
applicable 

Family 
lives here 

Canoeing, 
relaxing 

No Mother-in-
law 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

 16 07/08/2016, 1pm I16-R2-M-38 England 1 week Not 
applicable 

Family 
lives here 

River, 
swimming, 
markets 

No Tour de 
France on 
TV 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

17 07/08/2016, 2pm I17-R1-F-40 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Ardèche Holiday, 
camping, 
fun for 
family, the 
river 

Visiting 
towns; 
eating 

Yes Drove past 
during 
previous 
trips to 
Ardèche 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes Physical Replica 

18 07/08/2016, 3:37pm I18-R1-F-65 New Zealand For the 
weekend 

Ardèche On the way 
from 
vacation 
stop to 
another 
 

The Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

Yes Internet With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

19 07/08/2016, 5pm I19-R1-F-47 Canada For the 
weekend 

Not 
applicable 

Friends and 
family live 
here 

No response Yes University With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Digital  Replica 

20 08/08/2016, 11am I20-R1-F-55 Netherlands For the day Provence-
Alpes-Côte 
d'Azur 

The 
Caverne du 
Pont d'Arc 

The Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

Yes Brochure With my 
partner/spouse 

Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Digital  No 
response 

21 08/08/2016, 2:30pm I21-R1-F-35 Germany 2 weeks Ardèche Activities in 
the area 

No response Yes No response With my family Cave site (no 
rock art sites) 

No No Physical Original 

22 08/08/2016, 5pm I22-R1-F-32 Netherlands Less than 
one week 

Not 
applicable 

Family 
lives here 

Relax at 
house with 
family 

No  Parents-in-
law 

With my 
partner/spouse 

Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No No 
response 

Physical Original 

23 08/08/2016, 3:45pm I23-R1-M-42 England Less than 
one week 

Auvergne-
Rhône-Alpes 

The gorges, 
the Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

The gorges, 
Aven 
d'Orgnac 

Yes Internet With my family No response No Yes Physical Replica 

23 08/08/2016, 3:45pm I23-R2-F-38 England Less than 
one week 

Auvergne-
Rhône-Alpes 

The 
Caverne du 
Pont d’Arc 

Kayaking Yes No response With my family No response No Yes Digital Original 

24 08/08/2016, 5:40pm I24-R1-M-56 England 2 weeks Ardèche Activities in 
the area, the 
river, the 
scenery 

Cycling, 
fishing, Pont 
Arc 

Yes Tour de 
France on 
TV 

With my family Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 
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25 09/08/2016, 1:20pm I25-R1-M-55 France For less 
than a week 

Provence-
Alpes-Côte 
d'Azur 

The river, 
the gorges, 
the scenery 

Canoeing, 
Pont d'Arc, 
cave sites, 
Aven 
d'Orgnac 

No Brochure With my family Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

26 09/08/2016, 2pm I26-R1-F-45 Netherlands 2 weeks Auvergne-
Rhône-Alpes 

The 
weather, the 
river, 
activities in 
the area 

Swimming, 
running, 
cycling 

No Newspaper With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

27 09/08/2016, 3:40pm I27-R1-M-74 England For the day Drôme The 
Caverne du 
Pont d'Arc 

Pont Arc Yes Hostess at 
gîte 

With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

No No Digital Original 

28 09/08/2016, 4:30pm I28-R1-F-51 Mexico For less 
than a week 

No response No 
response 

Kayaking Yes Book With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

No Yes Digital  Replica 

29 09/08/2016, 7:25pm I29-R1-F-45 Ireland For the day Hérault No 
response 

Visited La 
Bombe 

Yes Sister With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

30 10/08/2016,12pm I30-R1-M-49 Netherlands 2 weeks Hérault Never 
visited 
before 

Canoeing Yes Brochure With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

31 10/08/2016, 1pm I31-R1-F-19 Sweden 1 week Not 
applicable 

Cultural 
exchange 

Canoeing Yes Book With my friends No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

32 10/08/2017, 2pm I32-R1-M-29 England For the day Bouches-du-
Rhône 

Family 
lives here 

The Caverne 
du Pon't 
d'Arc 

Yes Brochure With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

33 10/08/2016, 3pm I33-R1-M-45 England For the 
weekend 

Ardèche The 
Caverne du 
Pont d'Arc 

No response Yes Work 
colleague 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes Digital Original 

34 10/08/2016, 3;45pm I34-R1-M-28 USA 1 week Gard No 
response 
 

No response Yes Mother-in-
law 

With my family Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

Yes Yes Digital  Replica 

35 10/08/2016, 5:30pm I35-R1-M-37 England For less 
than a week 

Gard Wife used 
to visit 
here, the 
scenery 

Swimming, 
night market 

Yes Internet With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

36 11/8/2016, 12:45pm I36-R1-F-52 USA For the day Provence-
Alpes-Côte 
d'Azur 

Chauvet 
Cave 

The Caverne 
du Pont 
d'Arc 

Yes Magazine With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

No No 
response 

Digital  Replica 

37 11/08/2016,1pm I37-R1-F-40 England For less 
than a week 

Ardèche Kayaking, 
the river 

Kayaking Yes Drove past 
during 
previous 
trips to 
Ardèche 

With my family Rock art sites (no 
cave sites) 

No Yes Digital  Original 

38 11/08/2016, 2:45pm I38-R1-M-55 USA For the day Gard Show Aunt 
The 
Caverne du 
Pont d’Arc 
after visit in 
2015 
 

No response Yes TV With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Digital  Replica 

39 11/08/2016, 3:45pm I39-R1-M-48 England 2 weeks Ardèche The 
weather 

No response No Campsite 
brochure 

With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 
 
 

No Yes No 
response 

Original 
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40 11/08/2016, 5pm I40-R1-M-46 England 2 weeks Ardèche No 
response 

No response Yes Drove past 
during 
previous 
trips to 
Ardèche 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

41 12/08/2016, 1:50pm I41-R1-F-50 England 1 week Ardèche The gorges Swimming, 
canoeing 

No Radio in 
England, 
brochure at 
campsite 

With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

 
 

Lascaux II 
 

Interview 
No.  

Date and time Identifier Q3. Country 
of residence 

Q8. Length 
of current 
visit 

Q11. State 
of tourist 
accommodat
ion 

Q15. 
Motivation 
to come into 
the 
Dordogne  

Q16. Main 
activities 
during visit 

Q27. Plan 
to visit the 
replica 
before 
arriving in 
the region 

29.  Heard 
about 
Lascaux II 

Q30. 
Accompanied on 
visit (single 
answer only) 

Q34. Previously 
visited rock art 
sites or original 
cave sites  

Q37. 
Mome-
nt of 
being 
in a 
real 
cave 

Q42. Visit 
rock art 
replicas in 
the future 

Q44. 
Physical 
cave or 
digital 
cave 

Q43. Visit 
original 
cave or 
replica 
cave 

42 15/08/2016, 11:15am I42-R1-F-46 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Charente Never 
visited 
before 

No response Yes Children 
studying it at 
school 

With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

43 15/08/2016, 1:25pm I43-R1-F-34 England 1 week Dordogne Caves, 
archaeologic
al sites 

No response Yes TV With my 
partner/spouse 

No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

44 15/08/2016, 3:20pm I44-R1-M-45 England 2 weeks Dordogne No response Swimming, 
canoeing, 
cultural 
tours 

Yes Internet With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Replica 

45 16/08/2016, 10:30am I45-R1-F-65 USA For the day Bordeaux Lascaux II Lascaux II Yes Travel 
magazine 

I'm alone Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes Digital  Original 

46 16/08/2016, 11:30am I46-R1-F-40 England 1 week Dordogne Cycling Cycling, 
sightseeing 

Yes Internet With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

47 16/08/2016, 2pm I47-R1-F-50 England 1 week No response Caves Lascaux II, 
Le Thot, La 
Roque Saint-
Christophe, 
Pech Merle 

Yes Internet With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

48 16/08/2016, 2:15pm I48-R1-M-26 India For less than 
a week 

No response Work No response No No response With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites No Yes Physical Replica 

49 16/08/2016, 3:15pm I49-R1-F-45 England For the 
weekend 

Dordogne No response Relax Yes No response With my friends No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

49 16/08/2016, 3:15pm I49-R3-F-63 France For the 
weekend 

No response Interest in 
prehistory 

Caves  Yes No response With my friends Rock art sites Yes Yes Physical Original 

50 17/08/2016, 11:15am I50-R1-F-66 USA For less than 
a week 

Dordogne No response Lascaux II, 
Les Eyzies, 
Rocamadour 

Yes TV With my 
partner/spouse 

Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 
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51 17/08/2016, 11:30am I51-R1-F-40 France For less than 
a week 

Dordogne No response Canoeing, 
Le Thot, 
sightseeing 

Yes Book With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No No Physical No 
response 

52 17/08/2016, 11:45am I52-R1-F-60 USA For less than 
a week 

Haute-
Vienne 

No response Visiting 
Nemours, 
Aubusson 

Yes Teaching 
architectural 
history, 
interior 
design and 
architecture 

With my 
partner/spouse 

Rock art sites Yes Yes Physical Original 

53 17/08/2016, 1:15pm I53-R1-F-40 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Dordogne Caves and 
chateaus 

Le Thot Yes Internet With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

54 17/08/2016, 2pm I54-R1-F-35 England 2 weeks Dordogne Visited as a 
child 

Historical 
sites 

Yes No response With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Replica 

54  17/08/2016, 2pm I54-R3-F-65 England 2 weeks Dordogne No response Chateaus Yes No response With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical No 
response 

55 17/08/2016, 2:45pm I55-R1-F-50 USA 2 weeks Nouvelle-
Aquitaine 

Holiday Sightseeing Yes Grandfather 
wrote a book 
about 
Lascaux 
Cave 

With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Replica 

56 18/08/2016, 11:30am I56-R1-F-44 USA 1 week Dordogne No response No response Yes Sister-in-law With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes Physical Replica 

57 18/08/2016, 11:45am I57-R1-F-40 England 1 week Dordogne Visited 
before 

Visiting 
towns, 
markets 

Yes Brochure With my family Rock art sites No Yes Physical Replica 

58 18/08/2016, 11:55am I58-R1-M-73 USA For the 
weekend 

Dordogne Caves No response Yes No response With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No No Physical Original 

59 18/08/2016, 1:20pm I59-R1-F-44 England 2 weeks Dordogne No response Chateaus, 
water park 

No Guests at 
accommodat
ion 

With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

60 18/08/2016, 1:30pm I60-R1-M-40 England 2 weeks Dordogne The weather Canoeing, 
historical 
sites, 
chateaus 

Yes Famous With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

61 18/08/2016, 2pm I61-R1-F-57 England 1 week Dordogne History Sightseeing Yes Famous With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

62 18/08/2016, 2:15pm I62-R1-M-50 England For less than 
a week 

Lot Accommoda
tion 

Canoeing Yes Brother-in-
law 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Digital  No 
response 

63 18/08/2016, 2:20pm I63-R1-F-50 England For less than 
a week 

Not 
applicable 

Visiting 
friends 

Eating, 
drinking 

No No response With my friends Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

63 18/08/2016, 2:20pm I63-R3-F-52 France 1 week No response No response No response Yes Friend's 
father 

With my friends Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 
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64 18/08/2016, 3:30pm I64-R1-M-50 England 2 weeks No response No response No response Yes No response With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

65 19/08/2016, 11:20am I65-R1-M-49 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

No response Lascaux II Historical 
sites, caves 

Yes Famous, 
friends 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes No 
response 

Replica 

66 19/08/2016, 10:45am I66-R1-F-22 England 2 weeks Dordogne The river, 
the scenery 

Canoeing, 
swimming, 
Grotte du 
Grand Roc 

Yes Famous With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

67 19/08/2016, 11:15am I67-R1-M-17 Israel 1 week Dordogne No response No response Yes Work 
colleague 

With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

68 19/08/2016, 12:30am I68-R1-F-46 England 2 weeks Dordogne Activities in 
the area, 
historical 
sites 

Canoeing, 
Grotte du 
Grand Roc, 
Gouffre du 
Padirac 

Yes Visited 
before 

With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

69 19/08/2016, 1:30pm I69-R1-F-38 Ireland 2 weeks Nouvelle-
Aquitaine 

Visiting 
family 

Canoeing, 
lakes 

Yes Internet With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

70 19/08/2016, 2:15pm I70-R1-F-36 England No response Dordogne Visited 
before 

No response Yes Internet With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

71 19/08/2016, 2:45pm I71-R1-F-50 New 
Zealand 

1 week Dordogne Lascaux II, 
the scenery 

No response Yes Friends With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

72 19/08/2016, 2:55pm I72-R1-M-60 Germany For the 
weekend 

Dordogne Lascaux II Cycling, 
chateaus 

Yes School With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes No 
response 

Physical Replica 

73 19/08/2016, 3:10pm I73-R1-F-40 Italy For less than 
a week 

Dordogne Caves No response Yes University With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

74 19/08/2016, 3:20pm I74-R1-M-71 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Dordogne Lascaux II Swimming, 
sightseeing 

Yes Famous With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Digital  Original 

75 21/8/2016, 10:45am I75-R1-M-47 Netherlands 2 weeks Lot Holiday Sightseeing, 
kayaking, 
walking 

No Brochure With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

No Yes Physical Original 

76 21/08/2016, 10:55am I76-R1-F-65 France 2 weeks Dordogne No response Chateaus Yes Children With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

77 21/08/2016, 11:05am I77-R1-M-40 England 2 weeks Dordogne Visiting 
family 

Chateaus, 
museums, 
Peérigueux 

Yes Book With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Digital  Original 

78 21/08/2016, 11:15am I78-R1-F-48 England 2 weeks No response No response No response 
 

Yes No response With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Replica 

79 22/08/2016, 10:45am I79-R1-F-41 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Lot No response Canoeing, 
the river, 
Gouffre de 
Padirac 

Yes Friend With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 
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80 22/08/2016, 11:30am I80-R1-F-42 Ireland From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Dordogne Accommoda
tion, 
activities in 
the area 

Visiting 
towns 

Yes No response With my family Cave sites (no 
rock art sites) 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

81 22/08/2016, 12:45pm I81-R1-F-42 England 2 weeks Lot No response Canoeing, 
kayaking, 
Gouffre de 
Padirac 

Yes No response With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

81  22/08/2016, 12:45pm I81-R2-M-50 England 2 weeks Lot Interest in 
history, the 
river, food 

Sightseeing Yes Visited 
before 
(twice) 

With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

82 22/08/2016, 1pm I82-R1-F-56 USA 1 week Dordogne Hiking, 
sitting, 
drinking 

Kayaking, 
canoeing 

Yes Friend With my friends No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

83 22/08/2016, 1:30pm I83-R1-M-49 England 2 weeks Cubjac-
Auvézère-
Val d'Ans 

Holiday Canoeing, 
swimming, 
Le Thot 

Yes Visited 
before 

With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Digital  No 
response 

84 23/08/2016, 10:45am I84-R1-F-39 USA 2 weeks Bassillac et 
Auberoche 

The scenery Canoeing, 
sightseeing, 
visiting 
towns 

Yes Famous With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

85 23/08/2016, 11:15am I85-R1-M-45 England 1 week Lot No response No response Yes Internet With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

Yes Yes Physical Original 

86 24/08/2016, 10:45am I86-R1-F-33 England From 1 to 2 
weeks 

Dordogne No response Grotte de 
Rouffignac 

No No response With my family Cave sites and 
rock art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

87 24/08/2016, 11:10am I87-R1-F-46 England For the day Lot The weather Sightseeing, 
kayaking 

Yes Parents-in-
law 

With my family No cave or rock 
art sites 

No Yes Physical Original 

 

 

 


