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Foreword

n every discipline, someone must step forward to document what has been accom-

plished thus far and take stock of contemporary practice. While architectural con-

servation is neither a particularly new discipline nor is this book the first attempt at
such a survey, Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas is by far the most
comprehensive and noteworthy effort to date. Its authors, John H. Stubbs and Emily
G. Makas have done an extraordinary job of assembling the stories of experiences in
architectural conservation in the nearly ninety countries that comprise Europe and the
Americas, presenting each in a remarkably clear, balanced, and intelligible manner.

Though much has been assembled here in an unprecedented manner, the authors
are the first to admit that the scope and complexity of the topic in some places did not
permit their describing every single relevant development. This would be impossible
as in most countries of Western Europe alone there have been thousands of successful
architectural conservation projects with scores that could be pointed out as exemplary.
In an answer to this, the book’s extensive endnotes and Further Reading Lists are pres-
ent to support one of its main aims, which as John has described to me, is to be a con-
venient ‘gateway’ to more on most of the topics, examples and allied subjects addressed
in this book.

So choices were made, and I think made wisely, in favor of a whole that provides
a unique and evenly weighted overarching view while avoiding duplication and stress-
ing the more influential accomplishments and solutions in architectural conservation
practice in our time. As such, the book holds together as a remarkably readable and
fascinating portrayal of the field at this juncture. It is sensibly organized, abundantly il-
lustrated, and well-indexed. It should prove of interest to a wide audience, ranging from
the curious lay person to the student, the professional, and the librarian.

[ understand that the present book is the second in a series of probably three titles
that will portray architectural conservation in all parts of the world. Along with its relat-
ed predecessor volume, Time Honored: A Global View of Architectural Conservation —
Parameters, Theory and Evolution of an Ethos, and an eventual additional title that
documents the other parts of the world, the series holds great promise as a resource and
reference for both teaching and reference.

The perspective of Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas is well
suited for its task because its principal author John H. Stubbs is an active and accom-
plished practitioner in the field, trained with institutional perspectives of ICCROM’s
architectural conservation course and Columbia University’s prestigious graduate pro-
gram in historic prservation that he attended and where he has taught for many years.
Dr. Emily G. Makas, professor of architectural and urban history at University of North
Carolina at Charlotte and an expert on cultural heritage conservation in southeastern
Europe, serves as an excellent complement to Stubbs here as his coauthor. Adding to
their erudition are the voices of several collaborators who have contributed signed spe-
cialty essays throughout the book. Many of these participants are distinguished figures
in the field today.

As one who has mainly served the field in administrative capacities in several roles
at UNESCO, including as Director of the World Heritage Center, and currently as
Director General of ICCROM, I am particularly pleased to see that the authors have
fairly represented the crucial roles of these institutions and others, such as ICOMOS,

Xiii
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as among the key influences in architectural heritage conservation over the past half
century. Indeed the educational aims of these institutions are well reflected in the pres-
ent book. In their broad view of the subject where the authors discuss not just what has
happened but also why Stubbs and Maka3 have gone beyond describing what any of
the above-mentioned institutions, and even his own—the World Monuments Fund —
could, due to the limitations of their purviews.

I first met John Stubbs in relation to his extensive work at Angkor in Cambodia on
behalf of the World Monuments Fund. His being at the center of most of WME’s many
impressive initiatives for over two decades has given him a rare, if not unique, expe-
rience. WMF’s leadership among international private not-for-profit organizations in
advocating for architectural conservation and engaging the private sector in supporting
architectural conservation is unparalleled. Bringing a production-oriented approach to
WMF from work in the corporate world of architectural practice in New York City, it is
his practical field experience that makes the observations of this book so special. Indeed,
it is satisfying to see here how the system of the public and private, and the for-profit
and not for profit sectors, have all found niches in architectural conservation practice
that add to it being the robust and truly global concern that it is today. The solutions to
conservation problems today that are cited in this book are both sensible and useful, and
the prognosis for the future it suggests are particularly strong.

From reading this book I find it both amazing and reassuring to see how far the field
has progressed, especially in the past few decades. As a result, it is a pleasure to intro-
duce this new volume that I feel confident will be an especially useful new contribution
to the field of cultural heritage management both now and for years to come.

MOUNIR BOUCHENAKI
Director General, International Centre for the Study of the
Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM)



Preface

rchitectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas; National Experiences and

Practice explores the background and current status of the widespread efforts un-

dertaken to ensure the survival of the rich architectural legacy of Europe, North
and South America. This book addresses the sizable challenge of documenting these expe-
riences by charting the history of the profession and its allied activities in these three con-
tinents from the early twentieth-century forward, with a special emphasis on key projects,
participants, successes, and challenges of the past two decades. Architectural Conservation
in Europe and the Americas offers a balanced view of architectural heritage conservation
in the light of relevant cultural contexts and approaches to heritage protection involving
all cultures on these three vast continents.

Organized architectural conservation —namely rationalized documentation, resto-
ration, and preservation of historic architecture —has its origins in the Italian Renais-
sance, which by the mid-eighteenth century had radiated outward to France, England,
Germany and Scandinavia and resonated elsewhere soon afterwards.! From the early
nineteenth century, this thread of progressive extension gave way to an increasing num-
ber of simultaneous realizations and adoptions of cultural heritage conservation prac-
tice elsewhere in Europe, the Americas, and around the world. Since the last decades
of the twentieth-century architectural conservation has been so pervasive that it is on
the civic agenda of practically all countries of the world and global experiences have for
several years now fed back and informed the Western European and American coun-
tries that so established the discipline. Today, the cross-fertilization of ideas in cultural
resources management on a world-wide basis is commonplace.

Discussing developments in both Europe and the Americas together in this book is part-
ly a practical matter: the authors and publisher want to produce this global series in as few
volumes as possible, assuming that an additional book addressing Asia, Africa, Oceania, and
the Polar Regions will follow. More importantly, the discussion of Europe and the Americas
together respects certain historical and geopolitical realities. Of the various continents of
the world, the histories and cultures of Europe and the Americas have been linked since
the Age of Exploration in the early sixteenth century. With the spread of culture, including
languages and religion, from one continent to the others, came the transmission of art, ar-
chitectural and urban traditions between the Old and New Worlds. Heritage conservation
practice has been a part of this intercontinental transfer and transmutation.

Today, professionals in both Europe and the Americas are faced by many of the same
challenges and use many of the same tools and techniques on behalf of architectural
heritage. On both sides of the Atlantic, the scope of cultural heritage protection has
expanded to include intangible heritage as well as surviving artifacts, access to sites has
been radically improved, developments in instant global communications have facilitat-
ed information sharing, including Web-based electronic aids to site interpretation, and
documentation strategies and storage systems have improved tremendously. As a result,
architectural conservation protection today in Europe and the Americas relies heavily
on an electronic and institutional network and there has been significant movement
towards institutionalized pan-European, and to a lesser extent, pan-American heritage
protection programs and forums. The principal interests of the field in both Europe and
the Americas have also evolved in recent years to noticeably include concerns for energy
conservation —both in building anew and rehabilitating “green,” as well as on sustain-
able heritage conservation in general. British architect and planner Dennis Rodwell has
rightly called these two themes “the defining issues of our time.”



Being Modern: The Currency of Conservation

Frank Matero

If there ever was a moment when heritage conservation
had something to contribute to the current malaise of
social and political strife, economic recession, and environ-
mental destruction, it is now. On the surface conservation
is concerned with the protection of historic and artistic
works from loss and damage so they can continue to in-
spire, to admonish (from the Latin, monere, the root for
monument) or simply to provide the same or different
uses in the present. We advocate for conservation because
objects and places hold important information, associa-
tions, and meaning; because they embody social and
cultural memory which, if lost, would make the world less
understandable.

Consider recent world events: the destruction of the
Bamayan buddhas, the Mostar bridge, even the World
Trade Towers-all potent cultural symbols whose targeted
loss says more about the power and significance of these
places than their existence ever did. Consider the current
dilemma of if and how to rebuild the vernacular neighbor-
hoods of New Orleans or the Haitian capital of Port au
Prince in the aftermath of the 2010 earthquake, or the
huge debate over the destruction of 2 Columbus Circle for
the Museum of Design in New York City; a debate which
has caused a serious reconsideration of how we view and
define post war modernism and how we will pass on that
legacy. All these examples engage in the phenomenon of
loss or retention of cultural heritage and its implications.

For the general public, heritage conservation is funda-
mentally about the past. Long standing attitudes hold that
true progress is about the new and the only real creativity
is that which produces something novel. That which is
existing or old is far from the new and therefore not part
of real progress or progressive solutions. Of course this is
untrue. Conservation is both creative and modern. In to-
day's climate it is in fact subversive in its interest in mend-
ing the flawed rather than in discarding and starting anew.
As Elizabeth Spelman has aptly observed, the capacity of
professionals to repair things can scarcely be valued in any
society whose economy is based on the production of and
the desire for the new. Repair is at odds with the impera-
tive of a capitalist society.?

To bring together the past and present by thinking and
acting in ways different from the original processes that
create new works, and to forge a new approach that is
sensitive to all contexts are the very goals of conservation.

Xvi Preface

As an act of intervention conservation seeks to mediate
and in that mediation it is creative. Conservation pos-
sesses a uniquely integrated set of knowledge and skills
drawn from the sciences and the humanities and based
on a values driven model.? Its concerns and methods of
analysis, intervention, and especially prevention are part
of the definition of sustainability and it has much to offer
all professionals and the public in the ascendancy of that
concept. While conservation has matured in response to
larger social and environmental concerns, it has far to go
in most countries to deeply influence local and global de-
velopment.

Since the 1970s sustainability has evolved as a significant
mode of thought in nearly every field of human intel-
lectual activity. With its origins in the nature conservation
movement in the early twentieth century, sustainability
and sustainable development are about finding ways to
design, plan, and manage that allow essential or desirable
resources to be renewed faster than they are destroyed. In
design and the building industry, sustainability has become
synonymous with “green architecture” or new buildings
designed with healthy work environments, energy con-
serving systems, and environmentally sensitive materials.
Only recently, heritage conservation has been recognized
as a concept compatible with the objectives of sustain-
ability, emerging as a critical component of international
development strategies now being advocated by some
local and international government and non-government
agencies.

Unlike the case for natural resources, sustainability for
the built environment differs in that historic resources
cannot be physically regenerated, only retained, modi-
fied, or lost.* Instead sustainability in this context means
ensuring the continuing contribution heritage can make
to the present through the thoughtful management of
change responsive to the historic environment. Sustain-
ability emphasizes the need for a long-term view. If
conservation is to develop as a viable strategy for rede-
velopment, the larger economic and social dimensions
need to be addressed, while at the local level, community
involvement is central to sustaining conservation initia-
tives. In this case, sustainability means an investment in
conserving human knowledge as much as historic build-
ings. Reconciling conservation and development is a
prerequisite for achieving improvements in the quality of



life in environmentally and culturally sensitive places. By
shifting the focus on perception and valuation, conserva-
tion becomes a dynamic process involving public partici-
pation, dialogue, and consensus, and ultimately better
stewardship. It calls for the retention and reinforcement
(if necessary) of healthy existing social, cultural, and
economic functions and the introduction of new uses

as necessary in order to generate income for the local
community. It requires the improvement of services and
public open spaces, community—supported rehabilitation
of historic housing and open spaces, employment oppor-
tunities, and promotion of local knowledge and craft.

If sustainability ultimately means learning to think and
act in terms of interrelated systems, then heritage with
its unique values and experiences must be contextual-
ized and integrated with the new. In the transformation
of our physical environment, what relationships should
exist between change and continuity, between the old
and the new? Are modernity and tradition truly opposi-
tional? Only when history is rightly viewed as a part

of that continuous change, can we speak of an inte-
grated and sustainable built environment and conserva-
tion as an appropriate modern response to this current
dilemma.

While Europe and the Americas share affluence, beliefs and social ambitions as well
as legal bases for commonalities of approaches toward heritage protection, there are
certainly significant differences in the histories, developments and current issues among
the countries of these continents. Many of the developing countries of Eastern Europe,
South America and the Caribbean have not had the same access to financial resources,
training and information about conservation as those of North America and Western
and Northern Europe. In some cases the varying foci of conservation practices among
the Old and New World have also been theoretical. These differences stem back to the
making of the Venice Charter of 1964, approved only tacitly by delegates from the Unit-
ed States and the United Kingdom because of a perceived continental European bias
towards monuments that did not take fully into account some of the less monumental
heritage found in all countries, or the vernacular and most indigenous heritage of the
New World.! Since that time, the heritage protection efforts of the younger countries of
the United States and Canada (and Australia) have led the quest for more representa-
tive strategies for their countries. The result is that the heritage protection management
systems of North America and Europe, when viewed as a combined experience and
capacity, cover most all the issues and are by any measure impressive in their robustness
and influence.

Many European and American countries have shared ideas about architectural con-
servation through frequent assistance to the rest of the world. From exemplary projects
at Abu Simbel and Nubia, Egypt in the 1960s to Borobudur, Indonesia in the 1970s
to Angkor Wat in Cambodia since the 1990s—major sites of world architectural sig-
nificance have been preserved with the assistance of European and American-based
institutions. Through these projects training opportunities and information about best
contemporary conservation practices have been disseminated globally. As such, the
leading architectural conservation organizations, training institutions, several govern-
ments, and various practitioners in Europe and the Americas have played a central role
in the internationalization of heritage conservation practice so successfully in the past
half century that today the whole world is engaged in the activity. Though some imbal-
ances in organized heritage protection exist between Europe and the Americas and the
rest of the world—and some imbalances exist within the continents of Europe and the
Americas themselves—these gaps have been closing with each passing year. Certain
economic and technical advantages in some developing countries have even distin-
guished conservation efforts in those places. Especially in recent decades, Australia,
New Zealand, India and Japan have emerged as leaders in Asia and the Pacific while
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Preface

impressive progress has also been witnessed in China, South Africa, Jordan and other
countries in Western Asia.

There are certainly challenges to presenting Furope and the Americas together and
separated from the rest of the world as is done here. This organization makes cross ref-
erencing more difficult, especially regarding the activities of European and American
governmental and non-governmental organizations abroad as well as of those charters
and ideas generated in the rest of the world that have since had an impact on European
and American conservation practice and vice versa.

Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas is organized as a series of
country profiles examining key issues, participants, sites and developments in the archi-
tectural conservation practices in the subject countries. The books two parts focus first
on Europe and then on the Americas, and within these parts the discussion is divided
into sections that group countries together by region based on geographical, historical,
cultural, and linguistic ties. Part I includes five sections: Western Europe, Northern
Europe, Central Europe, Eastern Europe and the Caucasus, and Southeastern Europe.
Part II includes three sections that focus on North America, then on Mexico, the Carib-
bean and Central America, and finally on South America.

This current book is preceded by, but is not necessarily dependent on, a forerunner
volume by John H. Stubbs, Time Honored: A Global View of Architectural Conservation
(Wiley, 2009). That earlier book endeavored to more generally portray contemporary
practice in architectural conservation, including its rationale, structure, early history,
principles and practices, and likely future directions. Time Honored introduced many
of the themes, terms, legal instruments, and the whats, whys, whos, and hows of archi-
tectural conservation that are explored in focused country-specific and specialty essays
in Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas. Though both books are de-
signed to be read independently of one another, readers seeking the broader picture and
contextual framework for the portrayals of contemporary practice discussed herein will
find Time Honored a useful companion. Two of four Appendices within Time Honored,
a glossary of the field’s nomenclature and lists of international resources, should prove
especially helpful in relation to this book. The larger research initiative encompassing
this book, its predecessor, and its probable successor is described on a companion web-
site found at http://conservebuiltworld.com.

Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas provides the detailed coun-
try by country examination of the movement necessary to speak globally and generally
about the field. It can be read in its entirety, offering a comprehensive scope to those
seeking a comparative understanding of architectural conservation or a broad overview
of global practices rich with specific examples. It can also be used as a reference, so
that those seeking information about developments in a certain country or region may
quickly access a thorough overview of that information with directions for further read-
ing and online resources for additional research. Importantly, this book can also be
studied as a source of solutions for effective architectural heritage management.

This book’s content represents the views of its authors as researchers and practitio-
ners in the field of heritage conservation, and does not necessarily reflect the positions
and opinions of the organizations with which they are afhiliated. As such the authors are
responsible for its content.

This book is not the only recent publication to take an international view of archi-
tectural conservation, but the emphasis, scope, and contemporary nature of Architec-
tural Conservation in Europe and the Americas varies from the other most significant
of these studies and compendia. For example, in the 1980s James Marston Fitch’s
Historic Preservation: Curatorial Management of the Built World took a thematically
broad and global view of the field’s key facets, and under the auspices of US ICO-
MOS, Robert Stipe edited a series of bound reports on Historic Preservation in Foreign
Countries that offered detailed profiles of developments in several European countries



during the period before 1990.° Much has happened since these seminal studies were
undertaken, however. More recently Giorgio Croci’s The Conservation and Structural
Restoration of Architectural Heritage and Bernard Feilden’s Conservation of Historic
Buildings primarily address technique and materials science. Jukka Jokilehto’s History
of Architectural Conservation provides a foundational portrayal of the history of the
field and the contributions of key individuals primarily in Europe up until World War
IL.7 Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas addresses these topics and
others often in less detail, but contextualizes them within contemporary practice as
well as broadens the geographic scope to include developments in every country in
these three continents.

The impressive 11-volume thematically-organized compendium Trattato di Restauro
Architettonico (Treatise on Architectural Restoration), coordinated and directed by Gio-
vanni Carbonara over the course of the past decade and a half, is comprehensive in its
scope and includes writings by different experts.® Particularly in volume nine, which dis-
cusses international practice in various countries and regions, its approach seems similar
to Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas, though its compendium-like
structure, its overall length and publication in Italian make it less accessible to many
practitioners and students in the field today.

Country profiles focused on legislative and administrative frameworks, a component
of Architectural Conservation in Europe and the Americas, have also previously been
published by others as well as made available online. For the Council of Europe, Robert
Pickard has brought together national experts to contribute to a number of edited books
dedicated to this theme, beginning with Policy and Law in Heritage Conservation and
the two-volume European Cultural Heritage, which examine representative countries
from throughout Europe; these were followed in 2008 by three additional books focused
specifically on Southeastern FEurope.” The Council of Europe is also the sponsor of
two online efforts to compile similar country profiles, including the European Heritage
Network website, which focuses specifically on heritage management policies, and the
Compendium of Cultural Policies in Europe, which discusses heritage protection in
light of pan-European ambitions and broader cultural policies.!” Both of these sites aim
to comprehensively cover all of Europe (the former includes thirty country profiles and
the latter forty-one to date) and are periodically updated.

Most of these publications and websites are focused on Europe, while similar com-
prehensive studies for the rest of the world, including the Americas are rare. UNESCO’s
World Heritage Center website compiles information about World Heritage Sites glob-
ally, and ICOMOS’ series of Heritage at Risk publications highlights key threats in
countries throughout the world on the basis of voluntary submissions.!! Similarly, the
website of the World Monuments Fund, particularly its component which profiles sites
placed on its Watch® list of endangered sites since 1995, yields a wealth of information
on threats to architectural heritage sites worldwide and solutions applied. However,
none of these globally oriented sources managed by international organizations claims
to be comprehensive in their presentation of the countries in which their projects are
located.

Each of the aforementioned publications and institutional efforts has served as a
valuable resource during the preparation of Architectural Conservation in Europe and
the Americas. If the present book places these and other efforts to in a clearer context, it
will have served its purpose.

ENDNOTES

1. For the history of architectural conservation in general and the origins of national practices in
Italy, France, England and the German States through the early twentiety century, see: John H.
Stubbs, Time Honored: A Global View of Architectural Conservation (Wiley & Sons: Hoboken,
2009), 183-226.
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2 Europe

o mark the fiftieth anniversary of the formation of the Council of Europe as well

as the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Council of Europe’s European Year for Cul-

tural Heritage, a campaign to promote the natural and cultural heritage of Eu-
rope took place from late 1999 through the year 2000. The “Europe, A Common Heri-
tage” campaign brought the twentieth century to a close: a century that is remembered
in Europe for the destruction of the two world wars as well as for the historic buildings
and environments preserved thanks to the maturation of the architectural conservation
movement. The new millennium dawned in Europe with the recognition of escalating
conservation challenges—such as pressures from economic development, tourism, and
global warming—but also with unprecedented cooperation and coordination on behalf
of cultural heritage across Europe.

Furope is a vast continent, a cultural sphere, and a political and economic union
each with boundaries that differ and have shifted over time. In spite of diverse geogra-
phies, histories, cultures, and scales, today there is an ever-increasing unity of purpose
and ideals within Europe and a shared concern for its architectural heritage. Europe
stretches from the rolling Ural Mountains to the tip of Gibraltar on the Mediterranean
Sea and from the expansive Caspian Sea to the fjords of Iceland. It includes countries
that vary in area, population, climate, history, and culture ranging from the expansive
Russian Federation to small Malta and Liechtenstein. Over the course of Europe’s his-
tory, the ties and relationships among its disparate parts have evolved, and peripheral
countries have participated to varying degrees. Countries or regions with geographical
or cultural affinities toward Europe that might not always be considered part of the
region proper, such as Caucasia, Greenland, Siberia, and Anatolia, will be considered
along with Europe for the purposes of this book.

Europe’s long and well-documented history led to an early appreciation of its cultur-
al heritage, and as such, from a global perspective, it had an advanced start in architec-
tural conservation practice. From the Renaissance’s critical approach to the past and the
birth of antiquarianism, to the eighteenth century’s culture of rationalism, enlighten-
ment, and international exploration, to the nineteenth century’s interest in heritage val-
ues and protection for the social good, Europe has been the place where the ideas that
underlie contemporary cultural heritage conservation practice emerged. In Europe, the
development of administrative mechanisms and legal structures for the identification,
protection, and preservation of cultural heritage has a unique and long history, clearly
discernable patterns, and, as elsewhere, a constantly expanding scope.

Many of the global architectural conservation movement’s principles and charters
originated in Europe and it has always been a global leader in the field. Europe played
an instrumental role in the establishment of two global cultural heritage protection
institutions: the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) and the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS).
UNESCO was established in the wake of World War Il as an intergovernmental organi-
zation aimed toward promotion of international dialogue, shared values, and respect for
cultural diversity. In 1964 in Venice, at the Second Congress of Architects and Special-
ists of Historic Buildings, the International Restoration Charter, known as the Venice
Charter, was signed, and ICOMOS was created as an international nongovernmental
organization (NGO).! Half of the countries represented (and 90 percent of the del-
egates) at that foundational meeting were European.

Today forty-seven European countries are member states of UNESCO, and there
are ICOMOS national chapters in almost all of them. Europe is still disproportionately
represented on UNESCO’s World Heritage List, with over half the inscribed cultural
and mixed heritage sites found within its countries. Both UNESCO and ICOMOS are
global in their scope, but the protective mechanisms and best practices they have de-
veloped—and the architectural conservation projects they have supported —have had a
direct impact mainly on Europe.



Regional intergovernmental institutions such as the Council of Europe and the Eu-
ropean Union (EU) have also played important roles in encouraging the sharing of
experiences and expertise within Europe as well as the standardizing of policies and
practices throughout the continent. The Council of Europe, founded in 1949 by ten
countries, but today comprising forty-seven member states, has retained its original fo-
cus on promoting democracy, human rights, the rule of law, and European integration.
The Council of Europe’s active interest in heritage protection began with the European
Cultural Convention, signed in Paris in 1954 by fourteen countries to promote mutual
understanding and reciprocal appreciation for each other’s cultures, as well as to protect
their common heritage.?

To promote intergovernmental collaboration at the highest level, the Council of
Europe has organized numerous Conferences of Ministers Responsible for the Cultural
Heritage. At the first such conference, held in Brussels in 1969, discussions were initi-
ated that eventually led to the European Charter of the Architectural Heritage that was
signed as part of the activities of the Council of Europe’s European Year for Cultural
Heritage in 1975.% This charter’s goal was “to make the public more aware of the ir-
replaceable cultural, social and economic values” embodied in the diversity of its built
heritage.* The European Heritage Year program also encouraged local and national
governments to actively inventory, protect, and rehabilitate their historic sites and to pay
special attention to preventing insensitive changes to them.’

The 1975 charter led to the adoption in 1985 in Granada of the Convention for
the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe; however, this was not the first
legally binding convention developed through the initiative of the Council of Europe.
Indeed, a supplement to the 1954 European Cultural Convention had previously been
enhanced with a specific convention to protect European archaeological heritage: it
was signed in 1969 in London, and was revised in 1992 in Valletta, Malta.® In 2005
another convention (the Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for
Society) was drafted by the Council of Europe in Faro, Portugal, and it will soon have
been ratified by enough countries to enter into force.” The various heritage charters
and conventions and the European Year for Cultural Heritager laid the groundwork for
coordinating conservation policies and fostering practical cooperation between govern-
ment institutions and conservation professionals in Europe.

The European Union was formed in 1993; however, its executive body and prede-
cessor, the European Commission, has been involved in cultural heritage programs
almost since its inception in the 1950s. Today the EU includes twenty-seven member
states, comprising most of Europe except for Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Turkey, the
Western Balkans, and some former states of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. In
combination with other factors, the draw of membership to the EU has done much for
the updating of heritage protection laws and the strengthening of relevant institutions
throughout Central and Eastern Europe in the past decade. The EU’s member states
are less numerous and geographical extent is much smaller than that of the Council
of Europe, but because its members have surrendered some sovereignty to this supra-
national body, it has greater authority to enforce regulations and coordinate activities.
Viewing heritage “as a vehicle for cultural identity” and “as a factor in economic de-
velopment,” the EU has acted to promote awareness and access, the training of profes-
sionals, and the use of new technologies as well as to reduce the illicit trafhcking in
cultural objects.?

Through a collection of innovative interrelated programs the Council of Europe
and the European Union have worked separately and collaboratively to promote cul-
tural heritage concerns and a shared European identity. In 1985 the EU initiated its
Furopean Capital of Culture program, an idea that originated with the Greek Minis-
ter of Culture, Melina Mercouri, and led to the selection of Athens as the inaugural
city for such international attention. Each year, one European city is honored and
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provided financial assistance to organize cultural heritage-related activities; however,
in 2000, nine cites were designated in special recognition of the millennium, and
since then pairs of cities have often shared the honor. Meant to highlight the diversity
within Europe, promote tourism, and stimulate cultural initiatives in general, the
program has encouraged the construction of elaborate new cultural facilities and sig-
nificantly aided architectural and urban conservation efforts in many of the selected
cities. According to the Palmer Report, issued by the European Commission in 2004
after a lengthy survey and evaluation of the program’s first two decades by an indepen-
dent consultant, the European Capital of Culture program proved “a powerful tool
for cultural development that operates on a scale that offers unprecedented oppor-
tunities for acting as a catalyst for city change.”” However, the report also noted that
though good for individual cities and local political agendas, the program could be
more coordinated and more focused on the “European dimension” of that heritage.
Nevertheless, the program’s success at spurring and popularizing conservation efforts
in specific cities has led to its imitation beyond Furope: for example, since 1996,
the Arab League has sponsored an Arab Capital of Culture program, and since 1997
the Organization of American States has designated an American Capital of Culture
each year.

In 1991 the Council of Europe initiated its European Heritage Days program, which
has been a joint venture with the EU’s European Commission since 1999. Through this
program, each September, important but usually inaccessible historic sites are opened
to the public, and other museums and historic sites offer special activities in a pan-
European celebration of heritage. Most countries develop specific themes to link the
sites included in a given year, and preparations have prompted the completion of count-
less restoration and conservation projects throughout Europe. Various local and interna-
tional NGOs have also coordinated activities to participate in this month highlighting
heritage throughout Europe.

In the past twenty-five years, the European Heritage Days program’s efforts have
significantly raised public awareness for heritage and encouraged governments to pri-
oritize this issue. In recent years, the focus of the European Heritage Days has shifted
more and more to emphasize Europe’s shared heritage and identity to further promote
European integration. According to the 2009 Handbook on European Heritage Days
(published by the EU and the Council of Europe), today’s challenge is “to develop
awareness of a common heritage, from Yerevan to Dublin and from Palermo to Hel-
sinki, without negating the feeling of belonging to a specific region or country. In short,
we must ensure that, in the words of Jean-Michel Leniaud, the European heritage is the
combined expression of a search for diversity and a quest for unity.”'°

Launched in 1999, the Council of Europe’s European Heritage Network (known as
HEREIN) has served as a central reference point and resource for professionals, admin-
istrators, and researchers.!! Designed to create a forum for the coordination of activities
of government departments responsible for heritage in various European countries, it
has mostly focused on maintaining a database on the cultural policies of those countries
and promoting the digitization of cultural and natural heritage information and materi-
als and the standardization of heritage language. Since 2001 it has focused on eastward
expansion and integration of Europe as well as on expanding its thesaurus of heritage
terms to include as many European languages as possible.

Informal intergovernmental cooperation has also been organized in recent years
through the European Heritage Heads Forum (EHHF), which brings the leaders of
state heritage protection agencies together to share ideas and strategies.!? The first meet-
ing was held in London in 2006 and proved so successful that it has been repeated
annually. In 2007 a parallel European Heritage Legal Forum (EHLF) was formed by
nineteen countries to research and monitor European Union legislation and its poten-
tial impact on cultural heritage."



Under the auspices of the Council of Europe in 1963, various NGOs established Eu-
ropa Nostra, the Pan-European Federation for Cultural Heritage." Its prestigious awards
were developed in the late 1970s; it undertook significant public surveying efforts in
the 1980s, and it has since been recognized by the EU’s European Commission as the
premier cultural heritage protection umbrella organization in Europe. In 2002 Europa
Nostra’s European Heritage Awards for excellence in conservation, research, service,
and education were combined with the EU Prize for Cultural Heritage. Recent laure-
ates that reflect the range of honored projects and people have included the restoration
of the Mdtra Museum in Gyogyds, Hungary; a study on the effect of climate change on
Europe’s heritage; Glenn Murray, who has worked tirelessly for decades on behalf of
Spain’s Segovia Mint; and a Greek training program that involves the local population
in sustainable urban conservation for economic development.

Europa Nostra’s International Secretariat is based in The Hague, The Netherlands,
and its efforts are financed by both the Council of Europe and the EU as well as by
numerous corporate sponsors. Since 2010 Furopa Nostra has been led by president
Plicido Domingo, the renowned Spanish tenor and conductor, who has a deep interest
and involvement in European culture. Today, Europa Nostra can proudly boast that it
“represents some 250 non-governmental organizations, 150 associate organizations and
1500 individual members from more than fifty countries.”” Europa Nostra campaigns
vigorously on behalf of threatened structures, and both its reputation and the media at-
tention it gathers have done much to save individual buildings and sites and to change
local policies throughout Europe.

Other NGOs and networks of similar organizations have played a crucial role in
promoting and protecting the architectural heritage of Europe. For example, an initia-
tive that began in Flanders, Belgium, has sought to develop an inventory of key cultural
heritage organizations throughout Europe to encourage collaboration and partnerships
as well as to broaden the understanding of heritage. It has begun organizing meetings
of heritage experts, and its bottom-up Inventory of Heritage Organizations of Europe
has collected and categorized information about hundreds of NGOs concerned with
heritage ranging from industrial to agricultural, from folk art to museology, and from
the intangible to architectural.’® A similar collection of information about European
arts-and-heritage NGOs is housed by Culture Action Europe, another Belgium-based
organization that was formerly known as the European Forum for the Arts and Heri-
tage. Culture Action Europe is an advocacy group concerned more broadly with artistic
production as well as conservation. It was founded in 1994 to provide networking op-
portunities for NGOs as well as a shared voice and resources when lobbying European
policymakers on culture-related issues.!”

This framework of international conventions, intergovernmental institutions, and
NGOs has resulted in a great deal of coordination and shared resources among conserva-
tion professionals throughout Europe. In addition, every country in Europe today has
long recognized the importance of architectural conservation and established state institu-
tions to restore and oversee its historic sites. Across Furope, heritage legislation protects
inventories of designated national monuments, though the terminology and definitions
vary from country to country. In some countries, those laws are Comprehensive; in others
architectural, archaeological, and other components of heritage are protected separately.'®
While some countries have only one category of monument, others have multiple cat-
egories with varying levels of restrictions and available support; some also have protec-
tive buffer zones around these monuments; and many also have designated conservation
areas, such as historic districts, city cores, building complexes, and archaeological sites.!
In addition, most European countries support architectural conservation through direct
grants, tax incentives, or a combination of these mechanisms; however, the particulars of
how these funds are managed and distributed, as well as the amounts involved, varies from
country to country.?
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In addition, professionals in the field across Furope today face many of the same
challenges. The current global economic crisis has reduced available funding for con-
servation projects from state and local budgets as well as tourism and the support it
provides many sites. Tourism itself remains a double-edged sword, threatening many
historic sites with overuse while providing much-needed revenue for research and con-
servation. The threat of global terrorism has created new security pressures on certain
historic centers and sites and their visitors.

Though originally an “exclusivist, arrogant, and dominating” practice, as Costa Car-
ras, vice president of Europa Nostra, characterized its origins, in recent years European
conceptions of heritage have become increasingly accommodating of cultural diver-
sity.”! The early heritage conservationists perhaps never imagined all of the reasons for
which historic sites are valued today, particularly how restoration of historic city centers
and residential enclaves has contributed to urban regeneration, economic recovery, and
the ever-growing cultural tourism industry. In addition, Europe’s secularism, democrat-
ic traditions, and civil society have contributed to the formation of grassroots interest
and involvement in heritage concerns from Great Britain to Greece—a phenomenon
that has not always developed as fully elsewhere in the world.??

Despite these parallels, the coordination and collaboration facilitated by pan-Eu-
ropean charters and institutions, and the globalization of heritage and the internation-
alization of debates on its issues, remarkably different emphases and characteristics of
contemporary conservation practice are found in different countries, even within Eu-
rope. These variations are based on the particularities of national histories as well as the
unique combinations of heritage found within them. For example, though culturally
linked with Western and Northern Europe, the countries of central, eastern, and south-
eastern Europe have had very different histories, and thus have had differing conserva-
tion experiences. In these regions, the large, autocratic Habsburg, Russian, and Otto-
man empires lingered into the early twentieth century, precluding the maturation of
many of the populist forces that shaped the development of architectural conservation
elsewhere in Europe, including aspects of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment in
some areas. Yet the end of the Cold War in 1989 signaled a new era in European history,
and ever since, similar patterns of interest have spread throughout eastern and southeast-
ern Europe and the post-Soviet states, with the cultural reintegration of Europe as much
a priority as its political reunion.

Indeed, Europe’s greatest heritage challenge today is to strengthen national and cul-
tural diversities within the framework of a reunited continent. Though initially seen
as peripheral to the processes of integrating Europe, culture is playing an increasingly
central and fundamental role in creating a true union by promoting Furopean identity;
because, to be sure, “Europe” is much more of a cultural entity than a political one.?
Appreciating the protection of cultural heritage has gained a wider political audience
as its benefits have become more and more obvious to European institutions and the
international community at large. Today Europe shares and promotes cultural heritage
conservation for the benefit of individual local cultures as well as for humanity in gen-
eral, and Furopean practice and principles have been imitated and adapted worldwide.
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10  Western Europe

eginning in Italy with the Renaissance interest in the ruins of antiquity, the the-

ory and practice of organized architectural conservation originated in Western

Europe. These ideas spread outward during the eighteenth century as interest in
deliberate architectural conservation was witnessed in France and England. Soon all of
Western Europe was engaged in some variety of conservation activities, which began to
mature in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century.

The separate but overlapping experiences of Italy, France, and Great Britain all pro-
vide substantial evidence that restoration practice in the nineteenth century was heavily
imbued with scientific and nationalist implications, the hallmarks of the early indus-
trial age. In Italy, as well as in Germany in central Europe, the restoration of key his-
toric buildings instilled the populations with a collective cultural pride and reinforced
enthusiasm for political unification, while French and British restoration practice was
more reflective of a growing reaction against the societal changes wrought by the In-
dustrial Revolution. In both France and Great Britain, this reaction was manifested in
a glorification of everything medieval, because for many disturbed by the rising tide
of unbridled capitalism and secular modernism the Middle Ages represented the core
values of the state and church. In France and Great Britain medieval heritage was also
looked to as a source in the search for national origins, while in Italy the great legacies
of the Roman era and the Renaissance served a similar purpose in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century.

During this transition period for Western Europe, the “unity of style” movement was
the paramount school of thought for architectural restoration. Through the efforts of its
most fervent adherent, Eugéne-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc, this approach elevated “resto-
ration” from merely merging artistic additions with historic structures to a scientific and
methodological practice. Viollet-le-Duc’s prolific restoration work in France and volu-
minous scholarly endeavors quickly spread abroad, where architects, ecclesiastical societ-
ies, and government agencies adopted his ideas for restoring, correcting, and improving
upon their historic monuments. His approach combined rationalism and creative license
and was widely seen as the ideal solution for the treatment of damaged or unfinished
historic structures in Western Europe, particularly in Belgium and Netherlands.

The contemporaneous Italian and British schools of conservation theory and prac-
tice, which advocated more conservative approaches to restoration, served as important
counterpoints to “unity of style” ideas. This dialectic did much to define the philosophi-
cal parameters of the field in Europe and beyond.

The first half of the twentieth century introduced new challenges for Western Euro-
pean heritage, beginning with the destruction of sites during wartime on a scale unseen
in modern history. The damage was compounded by subsequent post-war rebuilding
projects, many of which seriously altered historic built environments by wholesale de-
molition and modernization. With the benefit of hindsight, we realize today that much
of that new construction was inferior in workmanship, inadequate in function, and
lacking in aesthetic quality.! By the mid-1960s there were increasing reactions across
Western Europe to modern architecture’s failure to provide compatibly designed new
buildings in historic contexts.?

Local activists organized societies to save old buildings and prevent their replace-
ment by mediocre modern architecture. Often, such activities engaged them in battles
with a variety of interested parties, including planners, developers, architects, property
owners, and the general public. Every country has had its struggles in this area, with the
negotiated results—some more successful than others—constituting the architectural
face of Europe that we see today.

As interest in conservation expanded, new conservation technologies, methodolo-
gies, and creative programs for action were developed. For example, many countries,
such as Italy, France, Spain, and Portugal, which had been dependent on government
funding for architectural conservation, eventually began to embrace schemes involving



the private sector more significantly in the protection of architectural heritage. In fact,
fund-raising for architectural conservation has become an increasing concern of indi-
viduals, historic sites, and NGOs in recent years.

Today, all Western European countries have well-developed legislation and listing
procedures and a host of innovative heritage awareness and action schemes. Most also
have well-established government offices to oversee, coordinate, and advise conserva-
tion efforts. Over the course of the twentieth century, they have amended and adapted
their practices and laws to reflect broadening concepts of what is valuable and what
deserves protection. In addition, most of these countries have also witnessed the emer-
gence of networks of nonprofit and public advocacy groups that complement and act as
monitors of government activities in the field of architectural conservation.

Despite these extensive parallels, each Western European country’s particular con-
servation efforts developed from different combinations of factors in recent centuries
and thus the contemporary practice of each has a slightly distinct character, with specific
strengths and weaknesses. At the same time, in the second half of the twentieth century,
increasing awareness of developments in neighboring countries as well as increasing
collaboration both informally and through pan-European institutions has led to simi-
larities in the architectural conservation experiences of Western European countries.

ENDNOTES

1. Certainly some post-World War II construction supplied urgently needed provisional architec-
ture in circumstances where speed of erection and cost efficiency mattered more than aesthet-
ics and longevity.

2. Probably the most thorough portrayal of reactions of heritage conservationists to new trends in
twentieth century architecture is found in architectural historian Wim Denslagen’s Romantic
Modernism; Nostalgia in the World of Conservation (Amsterdam University Press, 2009)..
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Figure 1.1 View of the Forum and Palatine from the Capitoline Hill, Rome, Italy,

where 2,700 years of Roman architectural history are on view.



CHAPTER

Italy

taly’s extensive and significant surviving ancient and medieval-renaissance heritage,

as well as its importance for Italian identity in the nineteenth and twentieth centu-

ries, has meant that architectural conservation has been prevalent and a priority in
this country for two hundred years. During this period, Italy has emerged as a leader in
the global field, particularly in the specializations of conservation education and theory.
Architectural conservation practitioners and theoreticians, from Camillo Boito in the
nineteenth century to Cesare Brandi in the mid-twentieth century to Paolo Marconi in
recent decades, have shaped the way contemporary architectural heritage protection is
approached and understood in Italy today. The research institutes and graduate study
programs with which they have been affiliated, including the Istituto Superiore per la
Conservazione ed il Restauro (Higher Institute for Preservation and Restoration) and the
Universita degli Studi Roma Tre (University of Rome III) —and indeed many more could
be named here —have trained specialists and advanced conservation theory and practice.

[talian conservators have also actively shared their experiences and expertise through
work in projects around the world. Though caring for the extensive number of signifi-
cant historic sites in Italy presents a challenge even for these global leaders and institu-
tions, the importance of cultural heritage and the degree to which it is protected ensures
that most of Italy’s architectural patrimony should be secure in the years ahead.

EARLY ORGANIZED CONSERVATION EFFORTS

Following the social upheavals of the Napoleonic Wars at the beginning of the nine-
teenth century, especially after unification and industrialization at the end of that same
century, Italian architectural conservationists joined their French and English coun-
terparts in contributing to a growing body of theory and special methodologies. Among
their principal concerns was the treatment of the vast number of ancient urban build-
ings, whose fabric was being negatively affected by various modernization schemes. The
experience of adapting and restoring historic Roman buildings often served as the basis
for developing this increasingly distinct aspect of the larger field of architecture.

Due to the widespread appeal of Rome’s rich cultural patrimony, it is in the Eternal
City where the most noticeable examples of a nascent professional architectural conser-
vation specialization can be readily seen. Systematic restoration and heritage protection
efforts in Rome began during the French occupation in 1798, and shortly thereafter
excavation work at the Roman Forum initiated the close traditional linkage between
[talian architectural conservation and the field of classical archaeology.!
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As the nineteenth-century popes and the Roman Catholic Church hierarchy influ-
enced both Rome’s urban refurbishment and provided a legal framework for restoring
and protecting key historic buildings, the treatment of individual buildings improved.
The sensitive buttressing of the Colosseum by Raffaele Stern and Giuseppe Camporesi
was the first great architectural conservation project of the nineteenth century in Italy.?
Giuseppe Valadier’s work at the Arch of Titus in 1821 skillfully blended old and new
building fabric and successfully juxtaposed, where necessary, surviving original material
with new marble elements that restored the structural and visual integrity of the dam-
aged building. Valadier’s sophisticated and carefully documented interventions focused
on retaining as much original architectural fabric as possible. His work received much
attention and set standards for the formalization of architectural restoration theory in
Italy later in the nineteenth century.

By midcentury, the Italian architectural conservation movement had found itself
in the center of the European philosophical debate on conservation approaches when
Carlo Cattaneo’s written opposition to the construction of Milan’s cathedral square
(Piazza del Duomo) imported John Ruskin’s “less intervention is more” ideas into
a locale that subscribed to Eugene-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc’s approach of radical
period restoration.’ Energized by the enthusiasm of opposing positions, the Italian
architectural conservation movement gained momentum. Conservation theories and
methodologies were constantly publicly debated as legislation and architectural pro-
tection advocates created a vast body of literature, laws, and regulations for each small
state and duchy.

The modernization of cities in the late nineteenth century, throughout Europe but
especially in cherished historic centers such as Florence, helped give birth to today’s
public interest in architectural conservation. Proposals for street widening and cutting,
as well as the insertion of modern infrastructure into near-perfectly preserved medieval
and renaissance cities, inspired active campaigns to save these places. For example, in
Florence, between 1885 and 1895, twenty-six streets, twenty squares, and twenty-one
parks were destroyed, along with 341 dwellings, 451 shops, and 173 storehouses—in ad-
dition, 5,822 people were obliged to move elsewhere in order to open up broad avenues
with calculated vistas.* When the threat of destruction turned to the Ponte Vecchio and
other key sites within the city, concern was raised among city councillors, concerned
Florentines, and others from throughout Europe (especially the United Kingdom) who
had fallen in love with the city’s charms. In 1898 the Society for the Defense of Old Flor-
ence was founded, and letter-writing campaigns and newspaper editorials questioned
developments in both London and Florence. Finally, a petition was prepared with more
than ten thousand signatures, including those of an astounding number of leading writ-
ers, artists, and governmental figures from across Europe and North America. Thus,
one of the earliest international architectural conservation battles was witnessed in the
campaign to prevent the modernization of Florence.

When the Kingdom of Italy was proclaimed in 1861, the groundwork for the or-
ganized protection of architectural heritage had already been laid. However, it took
over forty years before the passage of Italy’s first comprehensive law on architectural
conservation: the Monument Act of 1902. Political unification both positively and nega-
tively influenced Italian heritage conservation. It created the impetus for reorganizing
the country’s cultural property management system (which by definition included his-
torically and artistically significant buildings, sites, and practically all surviving ancient
monuments). At the same time, the new capital, Rome, once again saw its infrastructure
and built heritage suffer. The Forum lost its romantic and picturesque mantle of earth
and vegetation as archaeological excavations recommenced, and a controversial assault
was launched on the Colosseum. Infrastructure demands seriously threatened the nu-
merous historic buildings and districts that impeded modernization schemes such as the
widening of boulevards, treatment of city walls, new embankments for the Tiber River,



Figure 1-2 The enclosure built

for the Ara Pacis (Altar of Peace)

in Rome in 1938 (a) was replaced

in 2005 (b). The vastly larger new
structure, with the altar centered
below a new high enclosure, is

also meant to accommodate public
exhibitions and cultural events: for
example, a retrospective of couturier
Valentino Garavani (c). This twenty-
first century enclosure, designed by
American architect Richard Meier, is
one of the very few contemporary
architectural interventions in the
heart of Rome, and, as such, it

has been the subject of a debate
about whether conspicuous new
construction is antithetical to
preservation of the historic city.
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and enlargement of public squares. It was within this atmosphere that today’s contem-
porary architectural conservation practice in Italy developed its roots.

Benito Mussolini’s rise to power in 1922 refocused national interest on the glory
of the Roman Empire. The dictator, anxious to bathe his Partito Nazionale Fascista
(National Fascist Party) in reflected imperial glory, ensured that the city’s most valuable
ancient structures remained unscathed by the extensive modernization programs being
implemented by municipal authorities. He took an energetic and personal interest in
using architecture as propaganda. Massive excavation and restorations projects were
begun at many sites, including the Colosseum, the Capitol, the fora, the Tomb of Au-
gustus, the Temple of Hercules, and the Pantheon.” A draconian approach was used on
the chosen monuments: accretions were removed and neighboring buildings torn away
to better present the structures to the public. A portion of the newly excavated Trajan
market was reinstated as a marketplace. The discovery and the reassembly of the finely
sculpted Ara Pacis (Altar of Peace), dating from the first century CE, and the raising
of the galleys of Lake Nemi (used for mock sea battles in imperial Roman times) were
among the most outstanding archaeological excavations and display efforts of the time.®

While Mussolini’s heavy-handed approach was controversial, some architectural
conservationists today view his actions in a positive light. Many of Rome’s greatest an-
tiquities today still stand in their glory, having been given comfortable viewing space for
generations of onlookers. Only an autocrat could have done this.

KEY TWENTIETH-CENTURY THEORISTS AND METHODS

As Mussolini was attempting to redefine the Italian national psyche with the help of im-
perial Roman props, a generation of professional talent began to address international ar-
chitectural heritage protection. The early twentieth-century approaches and conservation
theory writings of Gustavo Giovannoni significantly affected the direction of conservation
practice both domestically and beyond. His refinements of the principles of Camillo Boito,
an Italian architect who tried to reconcile the ideas of Ruskin and Violletle-Duc, high-
lighted the need for a discernable difference between old and new work in style and materi-
als used, the visible inscription and documentation of all new restoration work carried out
on the historic building, and the display of removed surviving original elements near the
restored building.” Giovannoni expanded the use of Boito’s restauro scientifico (scientific
restoration) approach (also called archaeological restoration) for all historic buildings, not
just classical monuments, and encouraged the use of traditional techniques and “primitive
materials” that were as close as possible to the original. He particularly emphasized the
formerly discounted value of the “minor architecture” of historic urban centers and towns,
which make an important contribution to the overall historic environment.

Giovannoni’s revisions of Boito’s principles helped create the 1931 Athens Charter
and the Carta Italiana del Restauro (Italian Charter of Restoration) the following year.
This Italian Charter initiated the practice of “philological restoration,” a term derived
from the Latin definition of monument as inscription or as document. A monument,
in this sense, was built to carry a message, and it was itself seen as a document and
therefore should not be falsified.® The views of art historian Tito Vespasiano Paravicini
contributed significantly to the development of this approach.

By the 1930s, Italy’s architectural conservation movement had gained sufficient mo-
mentum that the theories and methodologies of conservation were a constant subject of
public debate and legislation. Instead of merely applying blanket concepts found in the
1931 Athens Charter, a more case-by-case, site-specific “critical restoration” approach
began to develop. Giovannoni was among the first to stress the necessity of tailoring one’s
restoration approach to the needs of the building in question. As an example, ancient
Greek monuments, which are constructed of cut stone, are appropriate candidates for



Figure 1-3 As a key center of professional architectural
conservation, Italian examples of “best practices” over

time can be readily observed, especially at sites such as
the Roman Forum and ancient Pompeii and in the historic
cities of Bologna, Venice, and Verona. The extensive ruins
of Pompeii show a plethora of architectural, engineering,
and scientific conservation approaches that have been
used in the past century and half for conserving and
featuring fragile ruins that are exposed to the elements.
Three examples are shown here: a re-erected and
structurally stabilized entablature fragment in Pompeii's
forum where old and new are distinguished by use of
different materials (a); extensive reconstruction based on
archaeological evidence at the House of the Veti (both
early twentieth century (b); and relatively conservative
stone cleaning and consolidation at the Arch of Septimius
Severus in Rome in 2002 (c).

anastylosis; that is, rebuilding using original materials. Most Roman monuments are not
candidates for this method, because their assembly usually requires mortar or concrete.

In the mid-twentieth century, the theories of Boito and Giovannoni were joined by
those of Cesare Brandi, the founder of Rome’s highly regarded Istituto Centrale del
Restauro (Central Institute for Restoration), now the Istituto Superiore per la Conser-
vazione ed il Restauro (Higher Institute for Preservation and Restoration).

For Brandi, the restorer of any site must first relate to it as an artistic work (opera d’arte)
and, second, recognize that it is an artistic creation (istanza estetica) created in a given
space and time (istanza storica).” Once a restorer recognizes a site’s artistic value, he or
she is obliged to safeguard it for future generations. The type of intervention required is
dictated by the site’s aesthetic and historic uniqueness; one must never delete traces of its
historic “evolution,” including the patina acquired over years. The restorer must guard
against artistic or historic forgery and keep the new intervention clearly distinct from
the original fabric. Any work done, however, must permit and facilitate future interven-
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tions. For Brandi, how the site relates to its surrounding environment is also important:
supports and structural frames may be added when necessary, but his approach forbade
incorporating historic buildings within all new structures.

The degree of destruction caused by World War II in Italy significantly affected the
country’s post-war architectural conservation methodology. Triage decisions—based on
a historic building’s aesthetic value coupled with a cost-benefit assumption —prioritized
work and determined what needed to be done. Most of the work done immediately
after the war focused on saving significant historic buildings that could be restored or
rchabilitated relatively easily; extensive rebuilding of collapsed buildings was rare, ir-
respective of their value.

Post-war recovery also required implementing a variety of architectural conservation
approaches. Interventions covered the whole spectrum of possibilities, ranging from
painstaking anastylosis and restoration to romantic imitation inspired by contemporary
architectural fashion. Where documentation was missing, in-fill additions to the urban
silhouette were often created according to the whim of the builder, often in the mode
of Viollet-le-Duc. In other cases, new sympathetic designs in brick and travertine were
used that respected the scale of surrounding buildings. Yet in other cases, such as the
train station areas of Florence and Rome and the port areas of Naples and Genoa, all
new designs replaced their extensively destroyed predecessor facilities.

Figure 1-4 The thirteenth-century Tempio Malatestiano
(), the cathedral church in Rimini, which had been
transformed in the fifteenth-century by Leon Battista
Alberti, suffered major damage (b and c) but remained
standing despite the near-total destruction of the city
around it as a result of heavy bombardment during World
War Il. The masonry walls of the Tempio Malatestiano
shifted as a result of the attack on the city, causing major
cracking, and after the war the stones were adjusted to
restore Alberti's precise proportional arrangements. That
early 1950s project was supported by the U.S.-based
Samuel H. Kress Foundation, and the church has since
been more thoroughly cleaned. The Tempio Malatestiano
is one of many architecturally significant structures
damaged or destroyed across Europe during the war that
led to the reopening of the restoration versus conservation
debate as architectural conservationists were faced with

a desire to rebuild and recover the massive losses. Images

courtesy Lisa Ackerman.
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Museums and Architectural Conservation

Pride in artistic traditions in both art and architecture in
Italy, from the Renaissance forward, expressed itself in
several ways. One of these forms of expression had pro-
found and far-reaching significance: valued objects—both
naturalia (objects from the natural world) and artificialia
(objects made by humans, including artwork)—were col-
lected and put on display in purpose-built spaces. This

is the case with the gallery Florentine architect Bernardo
Buontalenti built in the Uffizi Palace in 1581 to accommo-
date the Medici family's collections, which thereby became
the original core of the renowned museum (Galleria degli
Uffizi, or Uffizi Gallery).

At the same time, collections of antiquities and contempo-
rary works of art were being amassed in Rome, a growing
center of power, under the guidance of Vatican popes.
The collections of antiquarians played a role as well in
what evolved to be a new ethos and interest in featuring
Italy's wealth of art, architecture, and history for didactic
purposes. The motives fueling this new ethos ranged from
the purely altruistic to the political, but the main develop-
ment was that the collection, documentation, and presen-
tation of art and architecture addressed a demand for such
information from locals and foreigners alike.

Over the past five centuries, countless museums have
been established in Italy and throughout Europe, so much
so that museums have become essential to civic life. As
such, the mission, collection policies, and methodology

of museums are commonly encountered topics, especially
among those working with or interested in cultural heri-
tage. Museology, the discipline of museum organization
and management, plays a central role in cultural heritage
management today, and it is an essential element of many
architectural conservation projects. The connections be-
tween museums and architectural conservation range from
an architect and his or her advisors carefully accommodat-
ing a museum'’s collections in a restored historic building to
museum and exhibition designers offering improved inter-
pretations of historic sites. In this sense, the museums and
most conserved architecture have similar aims—preserve
and interpret cultural heritage for the public benefit.

Museums have also participated in architectural conservation
through the preservation of elements and/or parts of build-
ings within their collections. Controversial cases include the
Parthenon marbles in the British Museum in London and the
Altar of Pergamum and Ishtar Gate on Berlin's Museum Is-
land. Museums have been founded throughout Europe that

are specifically dedicated to the decorative arts and focused

on furnishings and interior architecture. In the United States,
entire rooms have been transferred to and rebuilt in art mu-
seums when the buildings around them were destroyed.

In the past half century, architectural conservation has
been enriched worldwide by international cooperation
among museums and museum professionals. As a part of
the wave of new international organizations formed fol-
lowing World War II, the NGO the International Council
of Museums (ICOM) was established in 1946 to advise
and work closely with UNESCO. With 115 national com-
mittees today, as well as individual participation in other
countries and regional and thematic international coopera-
tion among the national organizations, the Paris-based
ICOM is active throughout the world. Its mission is to
promote professional exchange, disseminate information,
raise awareness, train personnel, improve professional
standards and ethics, and preserve the heritage housed
within museums as well as to fight the illicit traffic of cul-
tural property.

Following years of careful research and as part of a global
series documenting “One Hundred Missing Objects” from
various parts of the world, ICOM published Looting in
Europe in 2001."° As a result, numerous lost treasures have
been found and returned to their established owners—for
example, a late seventeenth-century sculpture of the Evan-
gelist Mark was identified in a Viennese auction catalog
and returned to its original place in St. Vitus Church in
Jemnice, Czech Republic, and a wooden tabernacle stolen
in 1996 was found in a private home in 2008 and returned
to the Church of San Antonio Abate in Amatrice, Italy.

Today the conservation of architectural fragments in mu-
seums and of buildings and their artwork in situ is often
separated by administrative organization. In many European
countries, and indeed in much of the world, protection and
conservation of immovable and movable cultural heritage
is typically divided between separate branches within min-
istries of culture. For example, in France, responsibilities are
separated between the Direction des Musées (Directorship
for Museums) and the Direction de I'Architecture et du
Patrimoine (Directorship for Architecture and Heritage). At
the same level in Italy, these functions are combined under
the Direzione Generale per la Valorizzazione del Patrimonio
Culturale (Director General's Office for the Valorization

of the Cultural Patrimony) that is responsible for both the
country's museums and its architectural and urban heritage.
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Figure 1-5 The Uffizi Gallery in
Florence (a), which was built in the
late sixteenth century in part to house
the private collections of the Medici
dynasty, became the first art museum
in Europe once it opened to the public
in 1765. In the twentieth century the
Uffizi's extensive collection has been
cramped for space in its controlled
interior environment (b), leading to
multiple extensions and the display

of holdings in adjacent historic
buildings, even on the walls of the
adjacent enclosed Vasarian Corridor,
the kilometer-long passageway that
bridges the Arno River and leads to the
Pitti Palace, which also houses part of
the Uffizi's collection today.

20 Western Europe

By the late 1950s, most of the crucial post-war rebuilding projects had been complet-
ed, and Italian architects and conservators regained the luxury of developing projects at
a less urgent pace. During this period Carlo Scarpa emerged as one of the most creative
and prominent modern Italian architects who specialized in adaptive reuse of buildings.
He is well known for his sensitive and discrete incorporation of high-quality and detailed
design elements into his restorations. One of his most notable projects is the 1958 to
1964 restoration and rearrangement of Castelvecchio in Verona, which amalgamated
different phases of its construction, from the twelfth century through Napoleonic times.
Carefully considered sight lines and the presentation of different periods of the castle’s
history in exposed architectural fabric are hallmarks of this project.
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A Figure 1-6 Some of the more durable surviving
architectural elements of the early fourth-century Baths of
Diocletian are on display alfresco in a reinstated peristyle
area. This largest bath complex in the ancient Roman world
has since 1889 served as the National Roman Museum,
housing collected ancient Roman artwork.

Cl3

4 aFigure 1-7 Architect Carlo Scarpa's widely hailed restoration

of the Castelvecchio, adapting it into the City Museum of Verona
between 1958 and 1964, demonstrates a remarkable ability to integrate
new architectural elements and uses into historic buildings. His deep
interest in history is evident in his skillful combining of old and new,
with the hallmark of this project being the prominent positioning of the

fourteenth-century equestrian sculpture of Cangrande | della Scala (a) in

the museum’s central space. Scarpa produced numerous design studies
for the project (b).
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Opportunities available to Italy’s modern architects and architectural conservation-
ists were expanded during the second half of the twentieth century as scientific advances
created both new building materials and techniques for conserving historic architec-
tural fabric. The prominent Florentine architectural conservationist Piero Sanpaolesi
was particularly concerned with material durability. His research focused on the effect
of chemical-hardening compounds on stone. For Sanpaolesi it was important to extend
a historic building’s “material existence” by protecting a site’s original “autograph” ma-
terial from further decay while still preserving the character it acquired over time."

Sanpaolesi’s research helped advance contemporary conservation architect and edu-
cator Giovanni Carbonara’s restoration approach of minimal, potentially reversible, in-
terventions. Carbonara mirrors Ruskin by equating conservation with preventive medi-
cine and restoration with surgery.!”” For Carbonara restoration needed historical and
critical judgment coupled with technical and scientific know-how.

Another important Italian player in the development of a theoretical architectural
conservation approach was critic, historian, and conservator Roberto Pane, the country’s
representative on the ICOMOS working committee for the 1964 International Char-
ter of Venice and a professor at the University of Naples. For Pane aesthetics were an
important consideration in conservation decisions. An evaluation of the artistic merit
of each historic building must be made in order to fashion an appropriate, site-specific
conservation approach, observing that “any monument shall be seen as a unique case,
because it is as such a work of art and such shall be also its restoration.””® Pane was
among the first to warn against overestimating the benefits of modern technologies,
which he felt could obscure the authenticity of historic buildings. He recommended the
removal of all accretions irrespective of their age or merit, although creative integrations
that were made due to an aesthetic need could remain. Indeed, to Brandi’s theory that
any work of art or heritage object has two fundamental contexts in which it should be
considered, the aesthetic and the historical (istanza estetica and istanza storica), Pane
added a third—the psychological (istanza psicologica)—to stress the value of human
integrity, aesthetic enjoyment, and memory. In addition, the prominent shapers of con-
temporary practice in Italian conservation through the 1960s and 1970s were a number
of professional practitioners who made reliable contributions to the field through more
specialized approaches and accomplishments. In contrast to Pane, an Italian conserva-
tion architect who looked to modern technology to solve one of the field’s most pressing
problems—how to protect excavated architectural sites from the detrimental effects of
weather, sunlight, and vandalism —was architect Franco Minissi.

The Roman architect and professor Paolo Marconi has persuasively demonstrated
that using traditional construction techniques in restorations and reconstructions, as at
Pompeii, has both philosophical and practical merit. In 2003 Marconi also established
an international graduate-level program at the University of Rome III (Universita de-
gli Studi Roma Tre) that primarily addresses the conservation of historic rural towns.
Architect Andrea Bruno is among the many others who have produced award-winning
designs for deftly blending finely detailed new design within, or adjacent to, historic
building projects. Likewise, internationally renowned architects Renzo Piano and Gae
Aulenti have made names for themselves in architectural circles with their bold reha-
bilitations, including the Morgan Library and Museum in New York City and the Mu-
sée d’Orsay in Paris. There are countless examples on a lesser scale, throughout Italy,
of smartly detailed insertions of new design into historic contexts with some of the most
successful found in relation to museums. The cleverly detailed insertions of circulation
for visitors and displays in the subterranean Crypta Balbi, the new Palazzo Altemps
Museum, and the Museum of the Aurelian Walls (Museo delle Mura), installed within
a maze of ancient Roman walls by the Porta San Sebastiano, are but three examples in
Rome alone.



Figure 1-8 Cement grout injection
during a 1977 restoration as a
structural stabilization measure at the
Ospedale di San Michele complex in
Trastevere, Rome, is illustrative of one
of several conservation-engineering
techniques developed in Italy.

a

Figure 1-9 The adaptive reuse of the former monastery cloister of the Palazzo
delle Stelline in Corso Magenta in Milan (a) as offices for a cultural institution
illustrates the discretion and talent of its designers in the mid-1970s. A view from
the interior (b) through the enclosed arches of the cloister's former arcade shows
sensitive detailing of glazing and air-conditioning systems and a bold new floor

design in the foreground

The extraordinarily robust Italian architectural conservation system over the past
two decades has produced a new breed of conservation architects. Notable are the Ro-
man firm of Longobardi and Mandara, which has created computerized databases as
conservation planning tools for ancient Pompeii, and Milanese conservation architect
Gionata Rizzi, who is doing innovative conservation work and new design for amenities
at archaeological sites in Italy and abroad.
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Sheltering Ruins on Sicily and Beyond

Building large-scale shelters or enclosures over excavated
archaeological sites to protect them from detrimental
external effects has been a commonly employed solu-
tion since the 1950s. On Sicily, protecting its numer-
ous ancient Greek and Roman sites, has largely been a
successful endeavor thanks to innovative conservation
interventions taken during the late twentieth century at
key sites such as the earthen walls of the Greek colony
at Gela and the Roman mosaics at Piazza Armerina. This
work has influenced practices elsewhere and also led to
thoughtful and continuous reevaluation of best practice
methods used by the field.

In the mid-twentieth century, shelters were preferable to
earlier treatments of archaeological sites: methods included
reburial, which preserved the ruins but prevented con-
tinued research or viewing by tourists, to reconstruction,
which usually destroyed part of the ruins and compromised
their integrity. Shelters provided a much needed balance
between prevention of deterioration of archaeological sites
and accessibility for researchers and the visiting public.

In recent decades, a number of negative side effects gener-
ated by these shelters have raised questions about their ef-
fectiveness. Problems range from aesthetic intrusion to in-
creased physical deterioration of the site or item(s) the shel-
ters were meant to protect. While shelter design evolved,
finding the perfect alternative solution remains a challenge
today for archaeological site conservators and managers.

One of the earliest large-scale, permanent enclosures
erected to protect an archaeological site was the steel and
translucent plastic panel structure designed in 1957 by
Franco Minissi and built over the Villa del Casale at Piazza
Armerina in Sicily. The Villa del Casale was built in the ear-
ly fourth century on the ruins of an earlier Roman country
house, and it was destroyed by Norman invaders in the
mid-twelfth century. Its ruins were rediscovered in 1881,
largely excavated in the 1950s, and added to the World
Heritage List in 1997. The Villa del Casale is renowned for
its extensive floor mosaics, which have survived almost
intact and in superb condition for centuries. Following
their excavation, many were lifted and consolidated, us-
ing reinforced-concrete backing panels, to improve their
display. This method of preserving mosaics is questioned
by some today.

For all the good attention that Minissi's award-winning
design has drawn to the topic of archaeological site pro-
tection, the greatest conservation problems facing Piazza
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Armerina's mosaics today, however, result from the pro-
tective enclosure he designed and built for them. Though
built entirely out of modern materials, Minissi's enclosure
is a conjectural recreation of the massing of the former
palace, approximating its height and including typical Ro-
man roof profiles. Metal walkways within the enclosure
hover over the ancient walls and allow visitors to see the
mosaics without intruding on the site itself.

While the enclosure's translucent roof panels offer pro-
tection from the elements and allow the mosaics to be
viewed in natural light, they also create shadows that
make viewing difficult. More importantly, they also create
extreme fluctuations in temperature and humidity through
their greenhouse-like effect. Although ventilation mecha-
nisms were designed into the ceiling panels, air does not
circulate well through the enclosure and contributes fur-
ther to the negative environmental conditions at the site.
The enclosure's microclimate is both uncomfortable for
site visitors and detrimental to the mosaics themselves.™
Today, conservation architect Gionata Rizzi's revisions

to the original Piazza Armerina shelter are being imple-
mented under the guidance of the director of the Centro
Regionale del Restauro, architect Guido Meli. Both the
Minissi and Rizzi designs for the sheltering and display of
Piazza Armerina’s mosaics illustrate the extreme difficulty
of preserving and presenting fragile ancient building frag-
ments in situ. In addition to the technical challenges, some
heritage conservationists regard Minissi's original design to
be historically significant in its own right and question to-
day’s interventions to the extent that Piazza Armerina was
included in ICOMOS's Heritage@Risk 2006/2007 list."

Greater success is potentially being achieved through more
recent shelter designs. For example, in 1998, a steel-and-
glass enclosure was built over the ruins of the twelfth-cen-
tury cathedral priory in Hamar, Norway. Designed by ar-
chitect Kjell Lund, it has been praised as a work of art in its
own right and as an important contribution to contempo-
rary architecture. However, only time will tell if this and oth-
er more recent enclosures will eventually require additional
maintenance attention or lead to the kind of environmental
problems caused by the earlier generation of shelters.

The Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) has also contributed
significantly to research efforts on protective shelters for
archaeological sites. In 2001 GCI co-organized a conference
on the topic, and the papers given there were published in
a special issue of the journal Conservation and Manage-
ment of Archaeological Sites. During the 1980s, GCI had



also sponsored the development of an easily erectable, aes-
thetically appealing, and nonintrusive protective shelter for
temporary use at archaeological sites. The modular design
of the prototype “hexashelter” was based on tetrahedral
geometry and included a fabric cover stretched over tension
rods. After its use to protect the Orpheus mosaic in Paphos,
Cyprus, and an adobe construction in Fort Selden, New
Mexico, the “hexashelter” was praised for its neutral ap-
pearance and simple construction. Since the “hexashelter”
does not fully enclose a site, it does not completely protect
exposed archaeological material from the environment.
Additionally, it has proven so lightweight that high winds
and snowfall may threaten its stability and often prevent

its use. Nonetheless, though intended to be a temporary
structure, one of the original “hexashelters” still protects
the archaeological site at Paphos almost twenty years after
it was erected.

Though ideal solutions for protecting archaeological sites
and making them publicly accessible remains an ongoing
concern, GCl's efforts and those of contemporary de-
signers have added to the important discussion of how
to best protect this type of heritage and how shelters

and enclosures can evolve to play a continuing role in
this process.
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CONSERVATION LEGISLATION AND EDUCATION

Italy’s comprehensive approach to architectural conservation began with the 1902 Monu-
ment Act, which established administrative branches, aided by a central commission of
historians and archacologists, to deal with key historic buildings, excavations, galleries,
and objects of art. By 1905 the first superintendencies of national monuments were cre-
ated to oversee, among other things, the exportation of antiquities and works of art, art gal-
leries, and landscapes. This framework is operational even today, although chronic bud-

getary constraints and occasional moves to dilute its authority threaten its effectiveness.

In 1938 the Ministry of Education, influenced by the 1931 Athens Charter and the
1932 Italian Charter, published its first set of standards to regulate the restoration of

ancient buildings. Recommendations included eliminating the subjective distinction

between “dead” and “living” monuments, forbidding the conservation in situ of decora-
tive elements (archaeological findings), and reconstructing structures in locations other

than their original site.

By 1939 the Italian Parliament was debating wider issues: historic urban centers,
gardens, and environments, which provided the basis for two important laws that re-
mained in effect through the end of the twentieth century. Law N. 1089, Tutela delle
Cose d’Interesse Artistico e Storico (Protection of Objects of Artistic and Historical
Interest), focused on cultural heritage while Law N. 1497, Protezione delle Bellezze
Naturali (Protection of Natural Beauties) protected the aesthetic value of the environ-
ment. These two laws further defined and reinforced the protection initially created
by legislation passed earlier in the century. However, the unforeseen devastation Italy
suffered during World War Il created massive emergency rehabilitation and reconstruc-
tion needs that could not be met either by their conservative architectural conservation

guidelines or by the Italian Charter’s criteria.
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4Figure 1-10 The remains of Roman
Villa del Casale at Piazza Armerina
(fourth century CE) in central Sicily

(a) were protected in 1959 by a glass-
and-metal-enclosure system (b) that
approximated the geometry of the
ancient villa's original roof-and-wall
positions and allowed visitors to view
the site's extensive floor mosaics from
raised walkways. In 2009 construction
began on a revised shelter system (c
and d) that also approximates the
form of the ancient villa but which
additionally incorporates wood
framing, translucent roofing, opaque

walls, and improved natural ventilation.

Images courtesy Gionata Rizzi,
Architect

The post—=World War Il era saw for the first time a popular appreciation of the coun-
try’s built heritage, as well as development of the concept that architectural heritage be-
longs to all. In 1958 and 1962, new key legislation facilitated the preservation of historic
villas in the Veneto region by providing for their expropriation if an owner was unable
or unwilling to maintain the property.'° It started slowly, but in time it developed into a
model program in Italy.

In 1955 Italy’s premier nonprofit conservation organization Italia Nostra was formed
to combat the planned destruction of Rome’s historic core by municipal authorities.
It gained media attention for a new concept—a “culture of conservation.” Twenty years
later, the idea of collective ownership of Italy’s patrimony was accepted enough to facili-
tate the creation of the Fund for the Italian Environment (FAI)—Fondo per 'ambiente
Italiano—to protect and manage Italy’s natural and cultural heritage for the good of its
general population. The Fund operates along the lines of Britain’s National Trust; with
the help of over 50,000 supporters and two hundred sponsors, this not-for-profit organi-
zation today maintains hundreds of historic buildings and sites acquired or donated by
private owners.!”

While Italians continued to refine and develop their conservation approaches during
the last quarter of the twentieth century, the country’s ongoing economic and political
uncertainties have significantly affected the functionality of its extensive state-managed
heritage conservation apparatus. Since 1978 the power of the superintendencies has
weakened after a law was passed to decentralize their responsibilities.!® In 2000 passage
of a comprehensive new law, the Testo Unico, integrated and streamlined Italy’s heritage
policies. The new law encompasses the protection of listed ancient monuments, historic
buildings, and archaeological sites as well as the contents of museums, libraries, and ar-
chives. Today, thin staffing means institutions have a difficult time adequately caring for
all heritage sites, while the list of sites to be managed grows as various religious proper-
ties become secularized. A lack of funding impedes administrative action while external
pressure from builders and real estate speculators intensifies, creating a growing risk for
the country’s built heritage.

In examining architectural conservation practice in ltaly, as elsewhere in Europe,
one must recognize the role of the closely allied field of art conservation. This vener-
able profession has been an integral part of the fine arts scene in Italy since the Renais-
sance, and it embraces a variety of media such as sculpture, paintings, mosaics, glass,
wood, and metals. Architectural and art conservation are closely linked in many theo-
retical and technical areas, including how best to approach cleaning, integrate lacunae
(missing portions), distinguish old and new elements, and intervene in ways that are
reversible (re-treatable). Italians have been at the forefront of developments in methods
of material conservation for art and architectural applications, notably relating to the
conservation of applied finishes, such as sgraffiti—an artisan’s decorative technique of
cutting away parts of a surface layer to expose a different colored layer beneath—and
intonaco—the final finish coat of fine plaster (made with white marble dust) to receive
a fresco painting—have been promulgated by leading Italian architectural conservators
Paolo Mora, Laura Mora, and Giorgio Torraca.!” There are also many similarities in
operational methods between architectural conservators and art conservators, including
the areas of documentation, testing, preventative conservation, and maintenance. The
two fields often work in tandem at the same site—for example, in the restoration of a
church or other elaborate interior.?

Since Cesare Brandi established it in 1939, the Istituto Superiore per la Conser-
vazione ed il Restauro (ISCR, previously the Instituto Centrale del Restauro) has re-
searched conservation techniques, provided scientific advice to the ministry and su-
perintendencies, taught conservation, and executed numerous Complex conservation
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Saving Venice

Following publication of the 1931 Athens Charter, the
concept that important historic buildings and sites be-
longed to humanity in general became increasingly ac-
cepted in the international community, along with recog-
nition of the importance of international cooperation in
the field of heritage conservation. The acknowledgment
that historic buildings embodied both human memory
and identity helped define the philosophies of architec-
tural conservation and made this activity more prominent
in the agendas of both national governments and inter-
national concerns.

The first major trial for such international solidarity oc-
curred in November 1966, when worldwide attention
focused on the precarious position of much of Italy's his-
toric treasures following the massive floods that inundated
Florence and Venice. While at first glance the Arno River's
Florentine destruction seemed more severe, it was Venice
that proved the greater conservation challenge. British art
historian John Pope-Hennessy noted that for the first time,
the full extent of the city's problems was evidenced:

It was not just a matter of the flood; rather, it was
a matter of what the flood revealed, of the havoc
wrought by generations of neglect. For centuries
Venice lived off tourists, and almost none of the
money they brought into the city was put back into
the maintenance of its monuments. And that had
been aggravated by problems of pollution, an issue
of the utmost gravity.”!

In response, several national and international organizations
began working tirelessly in both Venice and Florence, mak-
ing impressive progress in conserving various individual sites.
Organizations at the forefront of activity included UNESCO,
Venice in Peril, Save Venice, and the International Fund for
Monuments (since renamed World Monuments Fund).??

Venice's precarious physical position was realized as early
as the sixteenth century, when its doges attempted to
protect the island city and its harbor by diverting rivers
from the lagoon to prevent river silt from accumulat-

ing and blocking the lagoon. Over the centuries, as the
mean sea level gradually rose and the foundations of
many buildings settled further, the Venetians also gradu-
ally raised their islands, as evidenced by the deepest ar-
chaeological layer in St. Mark's Square, which is located
approximately 10 feet below the present pavement.?
Thus today's continuing flooding problem is exacerbated
by a discontinued four-hundred-year old lagoon-dredg-
ing program and a sinking seabed.

Hopes for a permanent solution are now pinned on the
Moses (Mose) project—a system of seventy-eight mas-
sive mobile floodgates that would close the inlet from the
Adriatic Sea to the lagoon during storms, thereby shutting
out the tidal changes that produce flooding.?* The Moses
project, introduced in 1989 by the Italian Ministry of In-
frastructure and the Venice Water Authority, was only one
piece of a general plan that also included raising quaysides
and erosion-mediation activities around the lagoon. De-
spite these completed interventions, the Moses project
was postponed for years in part due to fear that it might
impede the natural tidal cleansing of the lagoon, causing
related ecological problems. Construction of the mobile
barriers finally commenced in 2003, and completion of
this still controversial project is planned by 2012.

Venice's problem today is not only how to preserve its
built patrimony from the forces of nature, air pollution,
and multitudes of tourists, but also how to revitalize its
core being. With the passing of each year, it remains home
to fewer and fewer native Venetians, as its population
abandons the islands to tourists and begins a more com-
fortable life on the mainland. Property improvements only
increase taxes, and so they are rarely undertaken by home
owners who are increasingly absentee landlords.?

The future of Venice, a jewel of human achievement, has
been uncertain for many centuries. It remains so despite
advances in modern technology and increased internation-
al support. Whether these efforts will be sufficient to main-
tain this disadvantageously sited city is anyone's guess.

works. Its activities are complemented by the Opificio delle Pietre Dure (OPD), whose
antecedents are the sixteenth-century grand ducal workshops of the Medicis.? In 1975,
all Florentine state conservation laboratories were consolidated into the OPD, which
became prominent for rescue and conservation work done after the 1966 catastrophic
floods. The OPD is one of the largest conservation institutions in Europe, and it has
at its disposal an interdisciplinary team of conservators, art historians, archaeologists,
architects, scientific experts, and documentary specialists.?”

28 Western Europe



VENICE

— VERSUS —

THESEA

MOSE: TO STEM THE TIOES. BEYORD THE DR&K

Thm MOAF prgect, b in 3060 ated frogechend it
10 b complete n 2014, wel wiring four barmees se!/ 3 "
a8 1 5 T8 OSagates—t 8 U1 OF Reary e . * < i 8
Eon dodan- aerou the Bews iniets Deft] 1o

Waicas lagoon The ates. meised whed unuwualy

high thea Ibrmaiinn Boodiog wil block seswaler

o e i i b, Contrrwrsésd from

Tt WIATE, T preject provekesy years of poecal WA N DN RS SRR DS SR LS SN S SR e s
WIANGING B4 Wed 48 WO E0U1 MESN BSSEGY e e

Hew A et
() tambem irel poen i (3) hai e Lo
= g st wats b et ] =~ - b e e e e

Figure 1-11 Venice's perilous relationship with the sea

is clear in views of the record flood of 4 November 1966

(a) and of the Venetian lagoon from the Campanile of San
Marco, showing Venetian islands. To protect the historic city
from flooding as a result of its sinking seabed and future
storms, construction is underway on the Moses project's
submersible seawall system (c and d). Figures 1-11c by
Virginia W. Mason/National Geographic stock and 1-11d
by Engineria and Thetis.
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Figure 1-12 The thirteenth-century
cosmatesque-style cloister of the

early Christian church of Santa Maria
e Quattro Coronati in Rome was
famously restored in 1913 by architect
Antonio Mufioz and again nearly a
century later by a team of conservators
led by prominent conservation
architect Giovanni Carbonara of the
University of Rome, La Sapienza. Seen
here is a composite representation of
the chronology of finds and periods

of construction at the cloister by the
project's multidisciplinary research

and conservation team. This didactic
display reflects the approach used by
an internationally funded conservation
project that began in 1999, which
addressed serious needs for improving
the cloister's water-drainage system.
Image courtesy of Giovanni Carbonara
and World Monuments Fund.
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RECENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND CHALLENGES

Land-development pressures on Sicily illustrate architectural heritage protection issues
throughout Italy. While conservation of its diverse heritage has largely been handled
admirably, a few challenges remain to be faced. Successtul long-term maintenance
led to the collective addition of eight late-baroque towns in southeastern Sicily to the
World Heritage List in 2002. The city of Palermo has also continuously restored its
many baroque palaces and churches, although some problems have been encountered,
including extensive damage suffered during World War II. On the other hand, in 2002
UNESCO noted that Agrigento’s well-preserved Greek temples were threatened by en-
croaching construction, much of which was illegal. Though previously surrounded by
picturesque rolling hills, the temples are now obscured by concrete apartment buildings
and hotels. Sprawl poses similar problems for many of Italy’s other cities—both large
and small.
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BONIFICA DALLUMIDITA, DE SMALTIMENTO DELLE ACQUE METEORICHE, LE OPERE FINORA ESEGUITE HANNO
COMPORTATO SCAVI ARCHEOLOGICT CON RITROVAMENTI DI ESTREMO INTERESSE.

IL RESTAURO DEL CHIOSTRO
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Figure 1-13 Conservation of eighth-century murals at the Theodotus Chapel at the Church of Santa Maria Antiqua
at the west edge of the Roman Forum is part of program conducted by the conservation firm of Werner Schmid
under the direction of the Soprintendenza Speciale ai Beni Archaeologici di Roma (Archaeological Superintendency of
Rome) to preserve and present a rare surviving cycle of early medieval mural paintings that depict the Byzantine style
of Christian art in Rome (a). The mural conservation team commenced work here with extensive documentation of
every layer of visually accessible painted surface while simultaneously conducting various historical and nondestructive
technical analyses in preparation for the conservation phase (b). One of several related art-historical examinations
included research on the likely use of stencils depicting the heads and hands of many of the represented figures. In
many cases, it was possible to prove that the same stencil was used for more than one figure by rotating or inverting
the stencil. Among those depicted were the donor of the decorative scheme and his son (c). The conservation of the
chapel paintings was completed in 2009 as part of a nine-year overall restoration and site-presentation project. Images
courtesy Werner Schmid; stencil study image (Figure 1-13c) courtesy Valeria Valentini.
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In 2000 Italy’s capital celebrated the millennium and the jubilee of the Roman Catho-
lic Church with a three-trillion-lire (approximately $900 million) urban restoration and
improvement project. No grand monuments were erected to mark the jubilee; instead,
Rome focused attention on the oeuvre of preceding generations. One hundred piazzas,
including Giuseppe Valadier’s early-nineteenth-century Piazza del Popolo, were reclaimed
for pedestrians and horse-drawn carriages, as auto traffic was routed away. As well, the
seventeenth-century facade of St. Peter’s Basilica was cleaned and restored to its original
appearance. The Colosseum was also substantially cleaned and readied to host a number
of concerts; the Domus Aurea (Golden House) of Nero was opened after being closed for
several decades.?® Numerous other historic buildings were cleaned and restored, and they
hosted exhibitions for jubilee attendees. The restored and improved post-jubilee Rome is
expected to remain an enhanced treasure for locals and tourists for many years to come.

By the late twentieth century, the achievements of the Italian heritage conservation
movement had become a topic of importance to most of the country’s citizens. The de-
velopment of numerous volunteer-based organizations in the last half of the century was

Figure 1-14 The tragic fire on April 11,
1997, (viewed here from the nearby Royal
Palace) (a) that destroyed the dome (b)
and adjacent areas of the Chapel of the

Holy Shroud in Turin (c); the masterpiece

of Piedmontese baroque architect Guarino
Guarini has taken over a decade to restore.
Post-disaster stabilization work (d) and
subsequent restoration has entailed extensive
analysis, planning, and the reconstruction

of lost elements and conservation and every
possible surviving architectural detail. Images
courtesy Alessio Ré, SITI.
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Figure 1-15 Restoration and
rehabilitation, since the mid-1990s, of the
extensive complex of the Royal Palace

of Venaria on the outskirts of Turin,
represents one of the most expensive
single architectural conservation projects
in Europe. In 2010 the complex holds an
array of cultural facilities, including public
meeting spaces, educational facilities,

and the offices of the Environmental

and Architectural Service of Piedmont
(the region in which Turin is located).
Numerous different teams of Italian
architects, engineers, and conservation
specialists have been involved in
interventions ranging from the restoration
of exteriors and interiors to inserting

bold modern interior amenities. Images
courtesy Alessio Ré, SITI.

timely, as Italy’s continuing economic problems severely affected the government’s ability
to care for the country’s wealth of extraordinary cultural patrimony. Fortunately, in some
cases, other countries have contributed to architectural conservation efforts in Italy, most
recently following the 2009 earthquake in the Abruzzo region that damaged the homes
of tens of thousands as well as significant historic sites. The Italian Ministry for Cultural
Heritage drew up a list of forty-five protected monuments requiring restoration after the
earthquake and sought international donors to aid in their recovery. For example, the
eighteenth-century Church of Santa Maria del Suffragio in L’Aquila, which had been
built to replace one destroyed by an earthquake in 1703, is currently being restored with
funds from the French government, and its collapsed early nineteenth-century dome,
designed by Giuseppe Valadier, is also being reconstructed. Other large architectural and
conservation projects in Italy are underway as well, with two in Turin in process since
the 1990s: restoration of the famous Chapel of the Holy Shroud (Cappella della Sacra
Sindone) and the huge complex of the Royal Palace of Venaria (Reggia di Venaria Reale).

Another recent architectural conservation success in Italy was the six-year recon-
struction and restoration, and subsequent 2009 reopening, of the early twentieth-
century, art nouveau—styled Teatro Petruzzelli in Bari, which was nearly destroyed by
arson in 1991. Venice’s La Fenice opera house was completely restored and reopened
in 2004 after a fire similarly reduced it to its shell in the mid-1990s.
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Conserving Italy’s Historic Rural Towns

Italy leads other European countries in the quantity of his-
toric rural towns that are nearly or completely abandoned.
Hill towns, from the Alpine foothills to their counterparts
throughout southern Italy, have nearly all faced questions
of survival during the decades after the end of World War
Il, when traditional ways of life in walled towns, often dat-
ing to the Middle Ages, began to change as they became
less dependent on adjacent agricultural activity. Industri-
alization, urbanization, and motorized transportation has
had as much of an effect as anything else.

The geography of the Italian peninsula and the country's
long history determined Italy's rural settlement patterns,
and as such the architectural and cultural significance of
these towns is often remarkable. Medium-sized towns
dating to Etruscan and ancient Roman times, such as Orvi-
eto in Umbria, Arezzo and Lucca in Tuscany, and Beneven-
to and Salerno in Campania, are secure as regional seats of
commerce and government. It is the multitude of smaller
towns and villages that often struggle to survive, especial-
ly because younger members of the population have de-
parted for university education, better work opportunities,
and the lure of city life. Other issues affecting these towns
and villages include economic stagnation, substandard in-
frastructure, and the expense of restoring aging structures
of all types to modern safety and living standards.

The dying rural towns of Italy are not without their sup-
porters or potential for future viability. Italia Nostra was
the first to signal the issue on an international basis in

an exhibition entitled: Italian Hill Towns, Too Late to be
Saved? and has sustained focused on the issue since. Eu-
ropa Nostra has also highlighted the importance of this
heritage and since 1996 the World Monuments Fund has
listed seven Italian towns on its biennial World Monu-
ments Watch List of Endangered Sites: Pitigliano, Civita
di Bagnoregio, Sorano, and Manciano in Central Italy and
Matera, Craco, and the entire transhumance hill-town
area in Southern Italy.

Solutions have been addressed recently via a growing
number of specialty institutional research initiatives such
as those conducted by the Istituto Superiore sui Sistemi
Territoriali per I'lnnovazione (SITI), based in Turin, which
are focused on the cultural landscapes of Cinque Terre
(Liguria) and Alberobello (Apulia). Restauro Architettonico
e Recupero della Bellezza dei Centri Storici (Architectural
Restoration and Rehabilitation of Historic Centers), situ-
ated within the faculty of architecture at the University of
Rome I, is a university-level program that concentrates
on training in conservation of Italian hill towns and rural
architecture.
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4Figure 1-16 The hill town of
Civita di Bagnoregio, sited between
Viterbo and Orvieto, is an especially
picturesque example of Italy’s rural
historic townscapes. Located atop

a pedestal of volcanic tuff that is
prone to landslides, this town has
faced centuries of deterioration.

For the past few years, the Italian
Ministry for Cultural Heritage and
Activities has monitored subterranean
conditions at Civita di Bagnoregio.
Due to the efforts of an international
partnership, the Northwest Institute
for Architecture and Urban Studies
in Italy has completed plans for
conserving this hill town. Courtesy
Norma Barbacci.

Perhaps the most noteworthy recent heritage conservation project in Italy, and one
of the largest architectural restoration projects in European history, has been the series
of interventions at the baroque complex of the Royal Palace of Venaria in Turin begin-
ning in the 1990s.% Restoring this 80,000-square-meter complex cost over $365 million
(€250 million) and involved a partnership of municipal, regional, and national political
institutions as well as support from the European Union. In 2005 the former stables of
the palace were converted into the Venaria Reale Center for Conservation and Res-
toration of Cultural Heritage, which works not only on the Venaria complex but also
on projects in the region and includes conservation laboratories as well as a graduate
training program in restoration. Though conservation is ongoing, the Venaria complex
reopened to the public in 2007 and is slated to serve a central role in Turin’s celebration
of the 150th anniversary of Italian unification in 2011.

Despite the solid progress, Italian architectural heritage is still faced with an array of
human and natural threats, notably including the same pressures for urban moderniza-
tion that launched the earliest large-scale campaigns on behalf of conservation over a
century ago in Florence. In that same city today, concerns are being raised about the
construction of a new light rail network, the first line of which opened early in 2010.
This first tram line has already undermined the design integrity and the fauna of Le
Cascine Park, destroyed the remains of the city’s first industrial district, The Pignone,
and altered century-old views of the city and the river from the Arno River promenade.*
As construction is planned for an additional two lines, whose paths threaten to involve
trains passing within a few feet of the Duomo, Baptistery, and other iconic sites in Flor-
ence, a new petition is calling for “friends of Florence and the Florentines—in Florence
and abroad” to join together “to help to preserve the city from wrong administrative
choices such as the light rail project.”® This international petition and battle seem an
eerie repetition of the petition over a century ago that was motivated by similar threats to
the same heritage, and it serves as a reminder that architectural conservationists must be
ever vigilant in their efforts, even in countries such as Italy with longstanding traditions
of respect and protection of heritage

ITALIAN CONSERVATION ABROAD

For centuries Italy has exported its talents in the arts, among them its extensive restora-
tion and conservation skills.*? Early examples include the Fossati brothers, Italian-edu-
cated Swiss nationals who restored the mosaics and other interior finishes at the Hagia
Sophia complex in Istanbul in the 1840s, as well as the partial restorations of buildings
at Italian-run archaeological excavations in Leptis Magna and Cyrene in Libya in the
1920s. More recent examples include Roman engineer Giorgio Croci’s work at dozens
of sites worldwide; the modifications for the contemporary use of the ancient Roman
theater at Tarragona, Spain, in the 1990s by Torinese architect Andrea Bruno; and the
documentation of Marmeshan Church in Gumri, Armenia, by the Milan-based Centro
di Studi Armeni (Center for Armenian Studies), and its restoration in 2004 by architect
Gaene Casnati.”” In addition, Italian conservators are working on restoring mosaics at
the ancient Roman site of Zeugma in Turkey under the direction of Italian conservation
specialist Roberto Nardi and British archaeologist Richard Hodges.**

[taly’s long-standing international perspective on architectural conservation is re-
flected in the participation of the country’s leading figures at the seminal international
conferences that resulted in the Athens Charter of 1931 and the Venice Charter of
1964. Since then, the Italian government has appreciated the importance and poten-
tial of its conservation talent. Both the Italian ministries of foreign affairs and for cul-
tural heritage have been actively using this valuable national intellectual asset abroad
and including cultural heritage efforts as a major component of Italian foreign policy.
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Figure 1-17 Mosaic retrieval at

the ancient Roman site of Zeugma

on the Euphrates in present-day
Turkey by Italian conservators under
the direction of Italian conservation
specialist Roberto Nardi, vice president
of the International Committee for the
Conservation of Mosaics, and British

archaeologist Richard Hodges.>*

Such an approach fits well with UNESCO’s aims in conserving heritage of universal
value, which implicitly assumes international participation, often through both finan-
cial and technical assistance.

In the 1950s the Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente (ISMEO, Italian
Institute for the Middle and Far East) was active in sponsoring foreign archaeological
excavations and subsequent site-conservation efforts in Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iran, and
numerous other countries. ISMEQO, founded in 1933, merged in 1995 with the Istituto
Italo-Africano (Italian-African Institute) —which had been conducting similar research
in Africa since the 1980s—to form the new Istituto Italiano per I’Africa e I'Oriente
(ISIAOQ, the Italian Institute for Africa and the Orient). ISIAO operates within the Ital-
ian Ministry of Foreign Affairs but in close association with the ministries for cultural
heritage and of education as well as with Italian universities.

The Italian government has also worked for the protection of foreign cultural heritage
through partnerships with international organizations. Within the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, the Directorate General for Development Cooperation funds Italy-UNESCO
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coordinated projects and the Directorate General for Cultural Promotion and Coopera-
tion finances conservation-related research and field projects carried out by Italian uni-
versities and agencies. In addition, the World Bank’s Italian Trust Fund for Culture and
Sustainable Development was established in 2000 with a donation of $3.3 million from
the Italian government. The Trust Fund, which stipulates that Italian conservation pro-
fessionals should be involved in any projects it supports, has been involved in more than
twenty projects in fourteen countries, including the reconstruction of the Old Bridge in
Mostar, Bosnia and Herzegovina; the rehabilitation of the medina in Fez, Morocco; and
the development of comprehensive heritage strategies for Chongqing and Sichuan in
China. In 2004 the Italian Trust Fund received additional support targeted specifically
for World Heritage sites in the Congo.

In 2005 the Italian Ministry for Cultural Heritage, the World Bank, and UNESCO
coorganized a conference of cultural ministers from Southeastern European countries
to discuss their region’s shared heritage conservation concerns and efforts. Following
this initial conference, the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs established a Southeastern
Europe Trust Fund to be administered by UNESCO’s Venice office. Additional funds
were set aside for this trust by the Italian foreign minister in 2009.

The Italian Ministry for Cultural Heritage is also working closely today with UNES-
CO by coordinating its emergency heritage operations to improve efforts to respond
quickly and effectively to natural disasters or conflicts that threaten cultural heritage
worldwide. The agreement on what has been dubbed the “cultural blue berets” was
reached in October 2004, but it was based on successful UNESCO and Italian coopera-
tion on emergency projects the year before, including the transfer of expertise from pro-
fessionals working on the Leaning Tower of Pisa in Italy to stabilization of Afghanistan’s
Minaret of Jam when it was in imminent danger of collapse.

An exhibition with catalogue entitled Excellence in Italian Restoration in the World
held in Rome in November 2005 offered a summary of many of the important recent
[talian achievements in architecture and art conservation abroad. The exhibition in-
cluded descriptions of such diverse projects as the restoration of wall paintings at the
Ellora and Ajanta caves in India; conservation of interiors in the Forbidden City in Bei-
jing; restoration of national museum collections in Kabul, Afghanistan, and Baghdad,
Iraq; the archaeological park for Carthage, Tunisia; church and mosque restorations in
war ravaged Pec, Kosovo; and the return to Ethiopia of the restored 160-ton obelisk of
Aksum, which stood near Porta Capena on the Caelian Hill in Rome since 1937 but was
returned and reerected on its original site in 2008.

Such work does much toward extending international goodwill and improved trade
and diplomatic relations. Today conservation assistance is also a notable part of the
foreign relations of other Western European countries as well as Australia, Sweden, Fin-
land, Canada, Japan, and Singapore. While others could be named, their participation
in international conservation practice is better traced through the work of specialty heri-
tage protection organizations such as the Geneva-based Aga Khan Trust for Culture and
Paris-based Patrimoine Sans Frontieres, as well as through the key professional member-
ship organizations such as ICOMOS and the Association for Preservation Technology
International.
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Figure 2.1 lllustration of the threats to—and general state of—the Royal Abbey St. Denis near Paris in 1793
when the twelfth-century church suffered vandalism, and its tombs were looted during the French Revolution. In
the early nineteenth century, it was restored and reopened by Napoleon. Violation of the Royal Tombs at Saint-
Denis in October 1793, an oil painting by Hubert Robert at the Musée de la Ville de Paris, Musée Carnevalet,
Paris, France. © Réunion des Musées Nationaux/ArtResource, NY.



CHAPTER

France

ver the past two centuries, France has steadily evolved as a global force in archi-

tectural conservation despite both internal and external political turmoil. Two of

France’s most important contributions to international architectural conservation
practice were the establishment of administrative models for national administration of
cultural heritage protection in the early nineteenth century and the work of Eugene-Em-
manuele Violletle-Duc, whose nineteenth-century scholarship and restorations of many
of France’s key historic buildings produced novel technical methods of treating deteriorat-
ed medieval fabric. He pioneered a new, rational approach to architectural conservation
that focused on idealized restorations to a particular period and broadly influenced official
policy in France and throughout the European continent. He maximized the input of
supportive nationalists and historians, who shared his enthusiasm for medieval architec-
tural achievements. Viollet-le-Duc also played a central role in shaping the organization
and procedures of France’s developing administrative system for monuments restoration
and protection.

In the twentieth century, France continued as a leader in legislation for cultural
heritage protection, and has introduced the now global concepts of preserving a monu-
ment’s context as well as conserving entire historic districts. France’s remarkably strong
commitment to the protection of its architectural heritage is demonstrated by the cen-
tral government’s support of a range of conservation projects and programs and its ad-
vanced system for the training of conservation architects. This plus a wide appreciation
for cultural heritage protection held by most French citizens ensures that architectural
conservation in France is secure for the foreseeable future.

CENTRALIZED LEGISLATION AND INCENTIVES

From the turn of the nineteenth century, as a result of destruction caused by the French
Revolution and the ensuing Napoleonic Wars, individuals and eventually the govern-
ment grew interested in inventorying France’s architectural monuments and thinking
about how they could be treated in an increasingly vital European country. Inventories,
conditions surveys, and inclusion of France’s omnipresent historic monuments in town-
planning considerations grew in importance. Centralized rational planning and state
support of France’s arts and industries increasingly responded to growing questions of
how France’s distinguished architectural heritage should be accommodated in a mod-
ernizing society.
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By 1837 the powerful Commission Nationale des Monuments Historiques (His-
toric Monuments Commission) was inaugurated. The Commission, the forerunner
of today’s Commission Supérieur des Monuments Historiques, gradually became a
consultancy organization with real authority over France’s built and cultural heritage
was legislatively transferred to the Ministry of Culture.! The Ministry presently serves
as the single most important government entity in charge of the country’s architec-
tural heritage. Its methods and clear system of administration is a concept of cultural
heritage management that has since been freely adopted, and adapted, by many other
countries.

Development of France’s twentieth-century administrative structure is underpinned
by various important legislations, beginning with the Act of 1913. The Act introduced
two conservation categories: monument classés (classified monuments), which include
buildings of great historic or artistic interest, and monuments inscrits (registered mon-
uments), which is a supplementary inventory comprised of less important buildings
whose conservation is desirable.? Today, there are over 14,300 historic buildings in
France that are classified, and nearly 29,000 that are registered, with between 300 and
450 new monuments added to these lists annually.> Examples of classified monuments
include everything from the prehistoric Dolmen tombs of Brittany to the castles of the
Loire valley to the Eiffel Tower in Paris.

Classified monuments may never be demolished, moved, altered, restored, or re-
paired without approval from the Ministry of Culture, and official ministry architects
(architectes-en-chefs) must supervise all authorized work on them. Costs incurred by
private owners can be defrayed by preferential tax treatment. An annual inspection of
each classed property by a specialized government architect (architecte des batiments de
France) is required.

Under the Act of 1913, France became the first country to formalize the concept of
“entourage,” that is, protection of a monument’s setting. Though the focus remained on
the individual building itself, construction or demolition in the vicinity of a classified or
registered site was also regulated. Height restrictions on new buildings were imposed,
reflecting an awareness of the total impression created by the buildings of a city or town.
In 1943, protection was also extended to a site’s immediate surroundings, up to a perim-
eter of 500 meters or further, if decreed by the state council. Today, France has more
than 30,000 such protected zones, within which work done in the visual distance of a
classified historic building must be preapproved by the Ministry of Culture.

The Act of 1913 also rescinded the legal difference between secular and religious
buildings and extended legal patrimonial protection to human-made archaeological
remains and to objets mobiliers. These movable objects are protected whether or not
they remain in their original location. To date, over 75,000 movable objects—including
building components, furniture, and paintings—have been determined to be of national
significance and are thus legally protected. Like buildings, objets mobiliers can be ei-
ther classified or, since 1970, registered.’

The scope of France’s architectural conservation efforts was broadened again in
1930, when legal protection for natural sites and parks and landscapes of “artistic, his-
toric, scientific, legendary or picturesque” interest was granted.® A new advisory body,
the Commission Supérieur des Sites, Perspectives et Paysages (Commission of Sites,
Views, and Landscapes), was created to assist the Ministry of Culture. The Commis-
sion’s function and operations mirror that of the Commission Nationale des Monu-
ments Historiques. Like monuments, these natural sites are protected under two cat-
egories depending on their value: today there are over 2,600 classified sites and 4,700
registered sites in France.”

The creation of a centralized, comprehensive financial incentive system was incor-
porated in French monument-protection legislation and its administrative apparatus
throughout the twentieth-century. The Caisse Nationale des Monuments Historiques



(National Fund for Historic Monuments) was established in 1914 to supervise the allo-
cation of funds for the purchase and repair of historic structures. By 1930 the majority of
historic buildings were receiving some sort of government financial assistance due to a
growing belief within the government that its regulatory position would be strengthened
through outright ownership of historic buildings and sites or through financial con-
trol of them. The Ministry of Culture’s Caisse Nationale has today become the Centre
des Monuments Nationaux (Center for National Monuments) and currently maintains
about 80 state-owned historic properties in France.®

In 1966 the law was altered to permit the minister of culture to compel private own-
ers to carry out specified repairs on qualified historic buildings on the condition that the
Ministry itself contribute grant aid to owners toward a portion of restoration expenses.
In turn, the law encourages but does not require opening the building to the public. No
third-party liens can attach to classified buildings, and the Ministry of Culture must be
notified before their sale.

Due to these strict regulations, before a building can be designated as a classified
monument, a detailed analytical study (dossier de recensement) must be compiled by the
local conservateur regional des monuments historiques (regional conservator of historic
monuments) either at owner’s initiative or following a third-party request made jointly
by an architect and an art historian. This dossier, along with a supporting opinion, is
sent to the minister by the inspecteur générale des monuments historiques. There is also
an exceptional fast-track procedure for urgent cases when a property is threatened by de-
molition, serious modification, or when it has reached a grave state of disrepair. Classi-
fication is announced in an ordinance after the proprietor’s approval has been received.
While it is possible for an owner to object to classification and petition against it at the
state council, this rarely occurs. However, in these exceptional cases, the final decision
is made by the prime minister.

Property can be registered on the supplementary inventory list without owner ap-
proval, because the obligations conferred by this designation are minimal in compari-
son to its tax benefits, which are the same as for classified buildings. The major responsi-
bility for owners of registered historic properties is to notify the Ministry four months in
advance of any planned alteration. Owners can request expert advice from the Ministry’s
specialist architects, but they are not legally obligated to follow their advice. The only
option available to the Ministry to prevent harmful alterations to a registered site is to
elevate it to the classified category of national monuments.

After World War 1, international patrons began to pay for high-profile, costly restora-
tion projects in France. Notable among these is the wealthy American philanthropist
John D. Rockefeller Jr., whose investment of over 34 million francs (nearly $2 million)
helped restore the palaces of Versailles and Fontainebleau and the Cathedral of Reims
and encouraged further government investment in these key historic buildings. The
concept continues today, with organizations such as the Friends of Versailles, French
Heritage Society, and World Monuments Fund in France financially involved in con-
servation projects at many important sites.

AN INFLUENTIAL CONCEPT: LES SECTEURS SAUVEGARDES

Despite its well-established administrative network and long tradition of architectural
appreciation and conservation, France was only partially shielded from many of the
rebuilding excesses in post-World War Il Europe. These traditions also laid the theo-
retical and technical foundation for several outstanding projects that have been com-
pleted over the past half century, particularly during the tenure of the dynamic writer,
philosopher, and heritage advocate André Malraux as France’s first minister of culture

in the 1960s.
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Figure 2-2 View of Hotel de Sully

in the Marais district in Paris, an early
seventeenth-century private palace
that was restored as an emblem of
the Malraux Act. It was cited as a
classified monument in 1862, bought
by the state in 1944, and underwent
an extensive restoration that was
completed in the 1970s (it had become
a subdivided property with a variety
of later additions). Since 1967 it has
housed what is now the Centre des
Monuments Nationaux (Center for
National Monuments). Image courtesy
Europa Nostra.
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At this time, Malraux created France’s first comprehensive listing of all objects of
historic or artistic value, including many that were not legally protected by designa-
tion. He also activated a dormant legal provision that required the exteriors of Parisian
buildings be periodically cleaned and initiated a massive program to liberate its most
magnificent buildings—notably, the Louvre, Opéra Garnier, and Eglise Sainte-Marie-
Madeleine —from centuries of dirt. The government at first encouraged, then later re-
quired, individual homeowners to undertake their own cleaning projects through a 1962
law —the Malraux Act—that helps maintain Paris as one of the world’s most beautiful
cities. Other French cities were similarly cleaned as a result of this legislation, and Mal-
raux’s most enduring legacy is this law that bears his name.

The Malraux Act was the first time that French conservation legislation focused on
an historic area rather than on specific eminent historic buildings. Its radical conserva-
tion concept was that all components within a specific geographic area (secteur sauveg-
ardé, or “safeguarded sector”) be protected and restored irrespective of the importance
of the individual buildings themselves. This longevity evidences the Act’s conceptual
validity, although administrative complexity and high costs have opened it to certain
criticisms and reduced its overall effectiveness.

Initially, implementation of the Malraux Act was met with many complaints, par-
ticularly concerning its slow approval and implementation process, high costs, central
government control at the cost of private and local initiative, lack of social objectives
and public awareness, and often poor quality of the building work. But success has
come at the expense of speed. The first secteur sauvegardé, Paris’s Marais district,
transformed a decaying neighborhood into one of the capital’s most sought-after loca-
tions. During the Malraux Act’s first decade, forty sectors were approved and eleven
more were placed under consideration.” Today there are over 100 secteurs sauvegar-
dés in France. Selection criteria include architectural and historical merit, receptive-
ness of local authorities, and economic feasibility, as well as town size, need, and style

composition.!”




Urban Conservation and Sustainability

Dennis Rodwell

In 1975— the European Architectural Heritage Year—one
author stated that when making conservation plans, “the
starting point in a historic city must be its historic quality
and visual character, not secondary social, economic or
even ecological arguments.”"" By contrast, in his seminal
book A History of Architectural Conservation, first pub-
lished in 1999, Jukka Jokilehto asked “whether modern
conservation should not be redefined in reference to the
environmental sustainability of social and economic devel-
opment within the overall cultural and ecological situation
on earth."" Or, as it was put even more succinctly a few
years later, "conservation is not sustainable if it is only car-
ried out for cultural reasons.” '

Though the economic and energy efficiency of the “re-
cycling” of buildings is not new—for example, the argu-
ment was made by American historic preservation edu-
cator and architect James Marston Fitch in the 1980s—
sustainability has increasingly become an argument on
behalf of architectural conservation in the twenty-first
century, especially in urban areas. Sustainability has
emerged as the issue of conservationists in general as it
reveals an aligning of the interests of environmental ecol-
ogists, those of economic pragmatists, and the needs of
communities. The challenge that this shifting focus poses
is seen by some as a threat to established approaches to
architectural and urban conservation but by others as an
opportunity, especially in urban areas.

The world's demographic profile has now surpassed a de-
fining threshold. For the first time, 50 percent of the world's
population lives in cities. This proportion is forecast to in-
crease steadily in the decades ahead. Moreover, in a world
increasingly in search of ways to address the key agendas
of our time—sustainability and climate change—this urban
half of the human population accounts for three-quarters of
the world's annual consumption of resources and discharge
of wastes. In short, cities constitute an important starting
point for a sustainable world. Their continuously accumulat-
ing heritage, ancient and modern, has a vital role to play in
meeting this challenge.

Historic buildings and urban areas constitute not merely
nonrenewable cultural resources, they also represent
nonrenewable capital and material resources, embodied
energies, and financial investments. Further, they com-
prise an essential functional resource, one that has been

demonstrated time and time again to be highly adapt-
able to creative reuse.

By combining our concerns for the heritage value of his-
toric buildings and urban areas (and their infrastructure)
with the wider environmental imperatives of respecting
the finite material resources of our planet and the threats
posed by global warming and climate change, the ration-
ale behind the protection and conservation of our heritage
is reinforced and magnified many times over. Adopting a
preservationist approach based on academically derived
concepts such as “architectural or historic interest” offers
only a very limited justification for conservation in a world
in which so many other factors can also be brought into
play, factors that demand a far more responsible approach
than has hitherto been the norm in the developed world.™

Two further influences contribute to this reinforcement of
the value of protection and conservation: firstly, increas-
ing emphasis in our globalizing world on cultural diversity,
and secondly, recognition not simply of tangible heritage
values but also of the intangible values that attach to
human traditions and practices. Thus, for urban conserva-
tionists, thinking about sustainability also means explor-
ing the role of cultural heritage in sustaining distinctive
cultures as well as how heritage conservation can meet
the specific needs and interests of particular communities.
The concrete expression of cultural diversity is supported
through the use of locally and regionally distinctive build-
ing materials, architectural details and urban patterns,
and—in parallel —they support an approach to cultural
continuity that is focused at least as much on processes
that must be sustained (or revived, where in jeopardy) as
on museum-like artifacts from the past that are subject to
curatorial care. This human approach, characterized as the
anthropological vision of geocultural identity and cultural
continuity, has much to commend it. At one and the same
time it bolsters the safeguarding of historic objects by re-
inforcing the processes for conserving them and integrates
this with the creative dynamics of evolving social and cul-
tural processes. Thus, the concept of heritage is not seen
as limited to a past that is fixed in time, but it is something
to which each generation in turn is encouraged to contrib-
ute in a positive, additive sense. The anthropological vision
focuses on people as both the custodians and creative
vectors of cultural diversity and identity.
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Today, cities pose one of the greatest challenges and oppor-
tunities for creating a more sustainable world. In the urban
conservation field, Gustavo Giovannoni (see “Key Theorists
and Methods in Italy,” page 16) was one of the most im-
portant theoreticians and practitioners in the first half of the
twentieth century. His response to the challenge of how to
interrelate the historic areas of cities with their expanding
modern counterparts was simple: mutually supportive, har-
monious coexistence, that is, avoiding conflict and allowing
the distinctive characteristics of both to be respected and
given the freedom to evolve creatively.” His most success-
ful legacies today, both directly and indirectly, include the
strategic planning and detailed programs of conservation in
cities across Italy and France.

Sustainable conservation requires closer alignment with
other fields committed to the built and natural environ-
ments and the people who occupy them. Gone are the days
when conservationists focused exclusively or primarily on
the physical structures; today this must combined with at-
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tention to accommodating future use, various stakeholders,
and social and cultural relevance. Urban planning needs to
borrow principles of global and local ecological sustainabil-
ity by, for example, regarding and managing cities as eco-
systems including working with natural cycles of resource
use and waste management. Other fundamental principles,
such as minimum intervention, are already shared by con-
servation and sustainability practices. If properly managed
and balanced, conflicts between development pressures and
a city's most sensitive areas can be avoided, as exemplified
by the careful juxtaposition of old and new and freedom of
expression in Paris's Marais district.

FURTHER READING

Dennis Rodwell, Conservation and Sustainability in Historic
Cities. Oxford: Blackwell, 2007.

——— “Conservation in a Changing Climate.” In Context,
Institute of Historic Building Conservation (May 2009).

—— "“From Globalisation to Localisation.” In Context, Institute
of Historic Building Conservation (March 2008).




4Figure 2-3 Contemporary insertions
into the Marais quarter (a) in the

center of Paris have respected the
historic urban grain without slavishly
imitating its architecture. Since the
1950s, the strategic plan for the Paris
region has siphoned pressures for major
development projects away from the
historic core, thereby enabling formerly
rundown quarters such as the Marais to
evolve in ways that have not threatened
their characteristic small-scale urban
grain and typically Parisian way of life.
This is exemplified in the Place des Voges
(b) in the heart of the Marais District.
The view of the Paris skyline, looking
westward from the tower of Cathédrale
Notre-Dame (c) illustrates how the
general panorama of the city has been
protected from modern intrusions—

but not at the expense of modern
development. The city's business and
administrative center, La Défense (visible
in this photograph on the horizon),

was developed beginning in 1958,
approximately 8 kilometers west of the
Musée du Louvre (Louvre Museum) on
the axis of the Champs Elysées. Images
and captions courtesy of Dennis Rodwell.

One of the reasons the Malraux Act has been successful is that is does not rely on
negative sanctions to force compliance; rather, it emphasizes community benefits.
When the Ministries of Culture and Communication and of Housing jointly decide
to create a secteur sauvegardé, they first seek the approval of the local town coun-
cil, since designation has far-reaching implications for the inhabitants. In many cases
today, communes themselves request the designation of a secteur sauvegardé.'® Af-
ter obtaining local approval, the designation is formalized and nationally publicized
by the Commission Nationale des Secteurs Sauvegardés (National Commission of
Safeguarded Sectors), which the Malraux Act created to develop comprehensive ur-
ban conservation plans, called a Plan de sauvegarde et de mise en valeur (PSMV), to
address the physical, economic, and social needs of the designated neighborhoods.
Sweeping economic revitalization efforts are melded with financial incentives and a
comprehensive evaluation of an area’s historic assets in order to stimulate gentrifica-
tion."” Once approved, a PSMV, which is linked to the local planning legislation, is
a legal document and its land use and design provisions are binding and require that
alterations to both interiors and exteriors within the designated district are regulated
by a local commission and the architecte des batiments de France.!

RECENT CONSERVATION SUCCESSES

Contemporary France is rich with excellent examples of good architectural conserva-
tion. Its impressive public buildings, spaces, and monuments and its cathedrals and
former royal properties are all maintained with assistance from accessible government
stathng and financing. But even more modest buildings enjoy a formalized support
system. There are approximately forty thousand privately held historic, unclassified
structures in France, whose property value (notional capital value) for tax purposes
is kept at a reasonable level to provide an economic offset against their heavy upkeep
requirements. Since 1951 the government has also helped finance their maintenance
through generous grants—up to 40 percent of the work undertaken.' Building own-
ers can also receive advice about maintaining and rehabilitating their buildings from
regional committees of conservation experts. This information is provided free by two
important organizations—La Demeure Historique (1924) and Vieilles Maisons Fran-
caises (1958).%” Through several international amity groups, especially the American
organization now known as the French Heritage Society (formerly Friends of Vieilles
Maisons Francaises), founded in 1982, chateau owners have potential access to fund-
ing for conservation, primarily for exterior projects.

In the modern world, conserving historic town centers is challenging because of
the difficulties involved with protecting enclaves of buildings and their original char-
acter while simultaneously introducing modern structures and infrastructure. The
chateau towns of the Loire valley, one of France’s premier tourist destinations, have
become particularly adept at integrating old and new elements, to the benefit of both
citizens and visitors. In Blois, imaginative and historically respectful planning has pro-
duced a harmonious result. Orléans, which suffered extensive damage in World War
I1, was reconstructed conservatively.

The importance of tourism revenues to the local economy has heightened the
perception of conservation as economically attractive and socially desirable. Region-
ally, current planning practice encourages the protection and enhancement of tour-
ist attractions, including such devices as the “son et lumiere” (sound and light) pro-
ductions at chateaus to dramatize the location’s visual power.” Further to the north,
the historic fabric encircling Amiens’ important thirteenth-century cathedral was
sensitively improved, with some work necessitated by war damage but most under-
taken due to peacetime development needs. A refashioned urban plan both honors
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Figure 2-4 At both the national and
regional scales, planners of France's
modern highways demonstrated
restraint and foresight in carefully
bypassing most historic towns along
their routes instead of cutting through
historic centers, as is commonplace
elsewhere. This is evident in these
aerial views of Nimes (a) and Arles
(b), where the historic centers of each
town are easily spotted by the oval-
shaped structures (in the upper center
of each image)—each city's Roman
amphitheater. Contemporaneous plans
to conserve the centers of many of
these smaller French towns resulted

in most benefiting fully from national
infrastructure improvement schemes.
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its historic buildings and sites and provides convenient new street arrangements and
improved traffic circulation.??

Paris is home to one of the most controversial, yet successful restoration projects of
recent decades: former President Francois Mitterrand’s Grand Louvre Project (1981-
1993). The project enhanced the Louvre Museum by adding vast underground spaces,
with access provided by American architect I. M. Pei’s striking glass pyramid entrance
structure. This bold and highly contested design solution was initially derided but
quickly became a beloved and proud symbol of the city. This modern entrance struc-
ture effectively improved visitor circulation, allowed for the addition of amenities, and
gained new exhibition space for the Louvre.



Figure 2-5 The Napoléon Court at
the Louvre (a), where the insertion of
a bold new central entrance structure,
the Pyramid, by American architect

I. M. Pei, resolved a number of site-
circulation issues while also giving

one of France's most important and
revered historic sites a new sense

of excitement and purpose. The

new entrance to the Louvre (b) and
restoration of its original famous east
facade (c) were parts of a larger vision:
the Grand Louvre Project, which also
entailed restoration of the Tuileries
Garden complex (d) that extends from
the Arc de Triomphe du Carrousel to
the Arc de Triomphe de I'Etoile 2.3

kilometers away.




Figure 2-6 The twelfth-century
Basilica of Saint Sernin in Toulouse
was restored in the 1860s by Eugéne
Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc utilizing his
“unity of style” approach (according
to these drawings, with the top

being the east elevation), which
included numerous conjectural
additions and alterations attempting
to make the structure more stylistically
consistent with the time of its original
construction. Amidst controversy, it
was largely restored in the 1970s to its
early nineteenth-century, pre-Viollet-le-
Duc appearance.
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Another conservation project of the past two decades that has encouraged debate
on approaches to architectural heritage was the restoration of Basilica of Saint Sernin
in Toulouse by Yves Boiret.> During an 1860s restoration of the eleventh- and twelfth-
century Romanesque church, Viollet-le-Duc added an invented, medievalesque system
of roofs as part of his “unity of style” approach. Boiret’s proposal, which was approved
by the Commission Supérieur Nationale des Monuments Historiques, returned the
church to its early nineteenth-century appearance. Critics of this de-restoration have
argued that it removed the work of a great French architect (Viollet-le-Duc), countered
its own theoretical position of retaining later accretions and changes to the structure,
and privileged authenticity over integrity.”*

Conservation of twentieth-century architectural landmarks of modern design is
also being addressed effectively and flexibly by authorities who understand that ex-
ceptional circumstances require special judgment calls. The most well-known solu-
tion to a sensitive contemporary heritage-protection issue occurred in 1959 in the
Paris suburb of Poissy. Municipal authorities decided to replace the Villa Savoye, a
highly regarded early work of the architect Le Corbusier, with a school. Under exist-
ing regulations, the house could not be preserved as a historic monument because
the architect, one of the twentieth-century’s most important, was still alive. Despite
the lack of applicable legislation, Minister André Malraux prevented the Villa’s de-
struction. The campaign to preserve the Villa Savoye began in 1960 at the urging of
Le Corbusier himself, who hoped to remove later additions and turn it into a house



Figure 2-7 Le Corbusier's famous
Villa Savoye, built between 1929
and 1931 in Poissy, France, as it
appeared in 1957 before its rescue
(a and b) and after its restoration (c).
The plight of this icon of modernism
was an international cause célebre in
the 1960s, encouraging its listing as
a historic monument and restoration
by the French government. A second
restoration project was completed

in the early 1990s. Images a and b,
© 2010 Artists' Rights Society (ARS)
New York/ADAGP/F.L.C.

museum, which was eventually done, largely without his involvement. The French
state was at first reluctant to get involved, but an international campaign on behalf of
this icon of International Style modernism—including an exhibition at the Museum
of Modern Art in New York—contributed to its eventual restoration.” The Villa Sa-
voye was declared a public building in 1963, and listed as a historic monument after
Le Corbusier’s death in 1965. Its restoration was finally completed in 1967; however,
a re-restoration was carried out between 1985 and 1993 to counter this intervention,
which was considered heavy-handed by the subsequent generation.?

Recent developments continue to refine France’s architectural conservation prac-
tices and increase public appreciation of this work. The new focus on buildings of
recent vintage presents distinct challenges. Architectural conservationists and build-
ers face restoring and conserving unusual new materials and finishing details, such
as synthetic sealants, plastics, composite building components, and a wide range of
nontraditional, special finishes. For older buildings, technical advances in conserva-
tion methods, such as stone consolidants and a host of new diagnostic and documen-
tation methods, provide new means of addressing traditionally problematic aspects of
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Figure 2-8 The builders of Beauvais Cathedral (a) reached the limits of building in stone in the thirteenth century. A repaired

structural failure at the time of the cathedral's construction showed signs of movement in 1988 when structural shoring (b and c)
was added to enable modern structural repairs.
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Figure 2-9 Conservation testing

and planning at the twelfth-century
Cloister of St. Trophime in Arles was
aided by utilization of the CyArk laser-
recording system. Shown here is the
“cloud” of initial laser scan results on
the east wing of the cloister (a) and the
same image visually enhanced (b). The
resulting three-dimensional laser scan
of the cloister not only saved months
of time, compared to other means of
measurement, but its level of precision
is 99.8 percent accurate or more.
Images courtesy of WMF and CyArk.

conservation. Advanced technology is broadly applied in France: for example, it
helped analyze the different types of pollutants affecting the Louvre’s exterior statuary
and the structural defects in Beauvais Cathedral, and it has provided extremely exact-
ing measurements of the Cloister of St. Trophime in Arles.

From its first organized heritage-protection and restoration efforts at the turn of the
twentieth century, France has been a leader in the development of international archi-
tectural conservation theories and techniques. Through constant analysis and revision
of their approach to heritage protection, government committees and advisors have ar-
rived at valuable insights that have proven applicable and useful in other countries.

Since inception, the complex government structure responsible for protecting built
heritage in France has integrated the contributions of local experts with centralized
direction from extensively trained architects and other professionals. In doing so, they
have set the stage for a widespread appreciation of the benefits of conservation through-
out French society. The architectural conservation profession is highly respected and
rewarded, and it therefore attracts a talented pool of students and trainees eager to join
their ranks. Since architectural education is centrally controlled, conservation training
programs have little trouble receiving adequate funding and attention from government
and educational authorities.

Many institutions and individuals comprise France’s extensive heritage conservation
network, including the managers and technicians who maintain and present the thou-
sands of historic sites and museums throughout the country. Equally important are the
specialist scientists working in stone, wood, metal, stained glass, and mural conservation
in the Laboratoire de Recherche des Monuments Historiques (Laboratory for Research
on Historic Monuments) as well as participants in France’s famous master craftsman
training program, the Compagnons du Devoir, which fosters centuries-old building
craft traditions. In addition, an array of private practitioners specializes in conservation
engineering, restoration and conservation of historic landscapes and interiors, and many
other fields.
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Figure 2-10 Members of France's
master craftsman training program in
the traditional building and restoration
arts, the Compagnons du Devoir,

at work using special tools to cut
replacement stone (a) and restoring
ironwork (b) at St. Antoine Abbey
near Lyon.
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In addition to the master craftsman training program, there are other significant
vocational and graduate programs for conservation education in France. First among
these is the Ecole de Chaillot (Chaillot School), which offers a two-year program for
architects specializing in conservation and restoration as well as shorter non-degree
courses in architectural heritage. Founded in Paris in 1887, the Ecole de Chaillot has
existed under a number of different names in the past 130 years, and it is among most
competitive conservation graduate programs in the world.” Its comprehensive program
today covers the conservation of urban and rural structures in addition to constructed
landscapes from all historical periods, as well as planning and legal aspects of heritage
protection. Most graduates of this program join the French civil service, and indeed a
graduate degree from the Fcole de Chaillot is a prerequisite for two of the most impor-



tant architectural conservation jobs in France: architecte des batiments de France
and architecte en chef des monuments historiques. In addition to training French pro-
fessionals, the Ecole de Chaillot has partnered with other educational institutions
worldwide to offer conservation training workshops in places such as Tongji, China;
Damascus, Syria; Bucharest, Romania; and Angkor, Cambodia.

As in other western European countries and the United States, French archi-
tectural conservation professionals deal with historic buildings in a variety of ways.
Their methods range from the conservative and practical approaches of the state-
trained official architectes-en-chef for each of France’s departments to the more
radical approaches of private architects such as Jean Nouvel at the Lyon Opera
House.?® Nouvel renovated the nineteenth-century facades and lobby of the Opera
House and added contemporary auditorium spaces and a dramatic steel-and-glass
barrel-vaulted roof structure. No other country has bolder examples of consciously
and carefully planned juxtapositions of old with the radically new in architecture
in architectural and urban planning during the past two decades. Preceding Nou-
vel’s Lyon Opera House rehabilitation were the insertions of I. M. Pei’s aforemen-
tioned Pyramid at the Louvre in 1989 and the Centre Georges Pompidou (known
as the Beaubourg due to its location) into the heart of Paris’s Marais district by
architects Renzo Piano and Richard Rogers in 1977. It is the high quality of these
designs, their invigoration of urban environments, and their satisfaction of con-
temporary use needs that make them successful. In addition, and in hindsight,
each can be said to have valorized the historic architectural ensembles in which
they were placed.

Paris today proudly features its architectural heritage in an urban ambiance ad-
mired throughout the world. Under the national Journées du Patrimoine (Days of
Heritage) program, France’s most popular event, with over twelve million visitors,
the government and other owners open select private historic spaces to the public
each year, often accompanying this access with educational tours and presentations.
Through a number of publicly funded programs, historic districts of the city are peri-
odically enhanced by the integration of new construction, which is for the most part
sensitively handled to introduce modern amenities without compromising an area’s
scale and special historic qualities.

France’s impressive approach to managing its wealth of architectural heritage
sites is a product of the priority the country places on culture in general and the
importance of that culture to the French psyche. In addition, its centralized system
of governance and long traditions in art and architecture, including its special ex-
periences in restoration and conservation, further explain France’s exemplary role
in cultural heritage protection. Important as well is the remarkably high degree
of financial support that the government provides, including the seventeen-year,
$455 million (€675 million) restoration of the palace and gardens at Versailles
now underway and slated for completion in 2020. This strong state support of
architectural conservation is being increasingly joined by contributions from the
private sector.

In Paris, “the past gnaws relentlessly into the future,”?

philosopher Henry Berg-
son writes; without question, Parisian—and French —life is enhanced as a result. But
the French system, which worked so well in the past, is now under pressure. New
regulations imposed by the European Union in January 2009 require that all work
must be opened to public tender, including structural work on classified buildings,
which previously had been restricted to France’s highly trained specialist architectes-
en-chef and architectes du patrimoine. It is difficult to speculate on the future impact

of this change, but it has the potential to be significant.
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4Figure 3-1 A Scheduled
Monument as well as a UNESCO
World Heritage Site, world-renowned
Stonehenge on the Wiltshire Plains
(a) is a heritage site that requires
utmost care and attention. A recently
completed plan to improve visitor
access and reroute traffic that passes
nearby has taken over a decade

to produce and gain approval.

In contrast, in terms of age and
recentness of listing, on February 23,
2010 the Abbey Road Studios (b) in
St. John's Wood, London was listed as
a Grade |l site. It was home to several
composers and musicians, most
notably the Beatles during the 1960s.

United Kingdom

England, Scotland, Wales,
and Northern Ireland

he architectural conservation movement founded by the ideas of art critic and

theorist John Ruskin and artist and social critic William Morris in the late nine-

teenth century spawned generations of architectural heritage protection activists.
Their reactions to building restorations involving major interventions eventually spread
from the United Kingdom to the continent of Europe. Since then the United Kingdom
has remained a global leader in both architectural conservation theory and technology.

Within the United Kingdom, conservation became an established component of
architectural and planning practices in the twentieth century. Steeped in a long history
of conserving historic buildings in a country where tradition is an integral part of life,
British conservationists found widespread popular support for their endeavors. Indeed,
historian and social critic David Lowenthal described the British reverence for the past
as “virtually a genetic trait.”! The long-standing appreciation of authenticity, of easily
discernable histories of objects, and of the special character of antiques has led to an
almost religious respect for natural patinas on historic buildings in the United Kingdom.
British sensitivity to these issues no doubt emerged from the romantic and picturesque
traditions that developed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Heritage conservation continues to transform the United Kingdom, as its dynamic
and progressive society changes its view of architectural conservation from one that
stresses conservation for cultural or aesthetic reasons to one that conserves heritage for
the direct benefit of people and communities. The instrumental role of nongovern-
mental organizations of all sizes and types in architectural conservation distinguishes
the field in the United Kingdom and has served as a model to which many countries
without strong governmental support for heritage have aspired in the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries.

LEGISLATION AND LISTING

Though a decentralized movement partly organized and carried out by private initia-
tives and citizens’ groups, architectural conservation in the United Kingdom originated
with and is still regulated by legislation and is guided by government-sponsored agen-
cies. As American historian of the conservation field Stephen Jacobs noted, “In contrast
to the organized and somewhat doctrinaire approach to architectural preservation used
on the continent, English practices seem both complex and permissive.” ? Rather than a
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single comprehensive law, multiple pieces of legislation, regulation, and oversight orga-
nizations govern and guide various aspects of heritage conservation in the United King-
dom. The way these frameworks are interpreted and implemented by national and local
actors in the different parts of the country varies significantly. For example, Northern
Ireland and Scotland are subject to laws separate from those applicable in England and
Wales. Even within England, places of worship, archaeological sites, military remains,
shipwrecks, and burial grounds are all protected separately.

Conservation legislation in the United Kingdom began in 1882 with the first Ancient
Monuments Act. Initially restricted to prehistoric sites, successive amendments to the
Act extended its coverage to significant ruins of later dates, provided that they were not
in use. Following World War 1, the Town and Country Act of 1947 allowed the Ministry
of Housing and Local Government to identify and protect significant occupied historic
buildings. The Historic Buildings and Ancient Monuments Act of 1953 ensured the
maintenance and prevented demolition of historic sites, and it made Ministry funds
available to assist building owners with conservation costs. The 1967 Civic Amenities
Act expanded the protection beyond individual buildings to ensembles and complexes
through the designation of Conservation Areas.

The contemporary framework for designating and maintaining the built environ-
ment in England and Wales is provided by the Ancient Monuments and Archaeologi-
cal Areas Act of 1979 and the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act of 1990.
Through these two Acts, legal protection is extended for sites within three categories:

1. Scheduled Monuments: The central government maintains a list of archaeological sites,
including ruins, that are no longer inhabited or economically useful and are deemed
to be of national importance. These sites are placed on the Schedule of Monuments.?
Recognized sites reflect the entirety of human history, from prehistoric through near
contemporary times. Monuments are divided into two hundred separate classes;
however, all receive the same high level of protection. The Schedule of Monuments
currently includes about 18,300 entries, encompassing over 31,000 sites.

2. Listed Buildings: Sites of national architectural interest, historic interest, associative
interest, or group value are placed on lists of buildings meriting statutory protection.
Three grades of listed buildings—I, II*, and II—are awarded increasing levels of
protection based on their comparative values and conditions. Grade I and II* sites are
considered exceptionally important, and they may only be destroyed under exceptional
circumstances. Consent for changes to listed buildings are granted by the relevant
local authority. Buildings can be nominated for listing by the central government, local
governments, amenity societies, or individuals. Decisions to list a building are taken by
the relevant minister. Currently in England and Wales, there are nearly 500,000 listed
buildings and sites, including over 9,000 Grade [ sites in England alone.

3. Conservation Areas: Conservation areas are locally designated historic districts or
ensembles of buildings, ranging from townscapes and villages to country houses and their
estates to historic transportation links, such as canals. Within conservation areas, not just
the buildings are protected but also all aspects that contribute to its particular character,
including street patterns and paving materials, greenery, and street furniture as well as the
historic mixtures of buildings types and balances of public and private spaces.

Oversight of Scheduled Monuments and Listed Buildings in England is carried out
by the agency English Heritage, established in 1983 by the National Heritage Act.*
Sponsored by the Department for Culture, Media, and Sport (DCMS), English Heri-
tage recommends nominations to the lists and advises local authorities on applications
for alterations to listed buildings and the minister on applications for works to sched-
uled monuments. English Heritage also maintains a register of Heritage at Risk to track
conservation areas, scheduled monuments, and listed buildings threatened by neglect,
decay, development, or redundancy.



Figure 3-2 Historic Scotland, some
powerful legislation, and the hard
work and foresight of dedicated
heritage conservationists have
conserved the historic buildings and
parks of Scotland’s many historic
cities and towns remarkably well. The
juxtaposition of the Old and New
Towns of Edinburgh, Scotland’s capital
city, provides a historical example of
the principle of mutually supportive,
harmonious coexistence that was
articulated and promoted in Italy since
the 1920s by the Roman architect and
planner Gustavo Giovannoni. Image
and text courtesy Dennis Rodwell.

English Heritage also manages more than four hundred historic properties and an-
nually disburses over £29.3 million (about $47.5 million) on restoration projects and in
conservation and archaeology grants.’ Its priorities address a number of needs: conserv-
ing objects and buildings for the long term, involving local communities in heritage
conservation, and extending protection to previously underserved categories of heritage
sites, such as industrial cities and complexes, pubs, military sites, and post-World War
II sites.

In Wales, the role of identifying, promoting, and conserving listed buildings is car-
ried out by Cadw, founded in 1984 as a division of the Welsh Assembly Government.
The word, Cadw, means “to keep” in Welsh.® Parallel government agencies also exist in
the other major regions of the United Kingdom, including the Northern Ireland Envi-
ronment Agency (formerly the Environment and Heritage Service), which maintains
the Sites and Monuments Record that offers protection for over 15,000 sites.” Since
the Town and Country Planning Act of 1969, Historic Scotland, a Scottish Govern-
ment agency formerly called the Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings Division
of the Scottish Development Department, provides similar oversight for listed buildings,
which are categorized as either Grade A or B.* As in England and Wales, Conservation
Areas are also protected in Scotland, and they are similarly locally designated.
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Garden and Landscape Conservation in the United Kingdom

The United Kingdom was committed to protecting his-
toric landscapes at least as early as any other country and
has been more organized about their conservation than
France, whose tradition of landscape design is longer. The
United Kingdom has generated many good land conserva-
tion concepts, with purposes and methods similar to those
of continental Europe and the United States. However, as
is typically the case in the United Kingdom, strong public
participation has always been crucial to the process. Dur-
ing the interwar period, innovative “green belts” were
created to limit urban growth around many of the coun-
try's cities and, in effect, to preserve some of the rural
landscapes around both new and historic towns. In some
cases, local citizens identified sites of special scenographic
or ecological interest and ensured their conservation. Since
local economies and vitality are often connected to such
sites, concerned citizens and government agencies alike
regularly expend an untold number of hours to defend
and maintain them. Consequently, numerous examples of
legislation today exist to protect the country’s land, sea-
shore, and other natural features.

The rural conservation debate continues today as the
United Kingdom's population increases and the need for
more affordable housing grows. Calls for sustainable de-
velopment have led to several experiments in new town
development—for example, the town of Milton Keynes,
which was created in 1967, and more recently Léon Krier's
new urbanism development at Poundbury. Development
has focused on the reduction of sprawl and the conserva-
tion of fields and open spaces. In the United Kingdom the
need for such solutions is particularly urgent.

Despite its long tradition of rural landscape protection and
sensitive new towns, the protection of parks and gardens
was one of the last heritage issues to be addressed by the
United Kingdom government. They were not covered by
legislation until the passage of the National Heritage Act
in 1983. Specialized groups such as the Garden History

Society and the National Council for the Conservation

of Plants and Gardens, among others, existed previously
and were devoted and effective advocates for the inclu-
sion of parks and gardens in the 1983 Act. With the Act,
English Heritage and its parallel organizations throughout
the United Kingdom were granted the authority to pre-
pare registers of gardens, parks, and historic landscapes.
Assistance in compiling the list was given by the Centre
for the Conservation of Historic Parks and Gardens at the
University of York. In addition, a more extensive inventory
was prepared called the National Survey and Inventory of
Gardens and Parks of Historic Interest. The net result of
these initiatives has been to prevent the intrusion of new
roads and housing developments on historic parks and
gardens by raising awareness of their cultural value and
requiring local authorities to take historic landscapes into
account when planning.

Though the government was late in formally recogniz-
ing the significance of these initiatives, in its sensibility
for landscapes, gardens, and the protection of land, the
United Kingdom is well ahead of any other country in
the world. It has numerous trusts devoted to specific
land and nature conservation interests. Such trusts are
based on private initiative, a very important ingredient

in both architectural and nature conservation in England.
Garden and land trusts that protect the scenographic
qualities of special landscapes formed in local communi-
ties throughout the United Kingdom assist homeown-
ers and community administrations with planning, lend
practical assistance in garden creation and maintenance,
and provide education and interpretation of the value of
natural landscapes and gardens. These trusts illustrate the
phenomenon of individuals taking matters into their own
hands, for the public interest. They have influenced gov-
ernment decisions and are among the best guarantors of
the conservation of sites, given their capacities to oversee
the properties in question.

Though listed buildings and conservation areas are the most common designations
of protected sites in the United Kingdom, most of these regional organizations also keep
other specialized lists of additional sites within their geographic purview. For example,
English Heritage maintains separate Registers for Historic Battlefields as well as of Parks
and Gardens.” Cadw maintains separate lists for historic landscapes, maritime wrecks,
and parks and gardens. The Northern Ireland Environment Agency maintains registers
of historic parks and gardens as well as sites representing industrial, maritime, and de-

fense heritage. In some cases, the owners of registered sites on these supplemental lists
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Figure 3-3 The United Kingdom
has been a leader in establishing
legislation for protection of

historic gardens and landscapes as
complements to architectural and
historic town conservation schemes.
The far bank of Falmouth Harbor

in Cornwall (a) is protected for its
picturesque qualities and the great
garden of Bodnant in Wales (b) for its
well-maintained topiaries.

are under no obligation to maintain or make their sites publicly accessible; however,

they may be eligible for special conservation grants.

Protection of the historic environment though the designation of areas, buildings,
or monuments is only one part of the overall approach to heritage conservation in the
United Kingdom. Equally important is the spatial planning system. The various nation-
al governments issue planning policy guidelines and planning policy statements that
advise local authorities on how to prepare the spatial plans for the development of their
area. For example, in England such guidelines concerning both historic buildings and
archaeology have guided planning by local authorities for decades. In 2009 the govern-
ment released the consultative draft of “Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning for the
Historic Environment,” which, for the first time, combined strategies for archaeological
and architectural heritage and introduced a more rigorous preapplication stage for list-
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Figure 3-4 The £7.18 million ($11.5
million) awarded in 2008 by the
Heritage Lottery Fund to the People’s
History Museum in Manchester

has been combined with additional
funds from the Northeast Regional
Development Agency to support the
refurbishment of a nineteenth-century
pump house and construction of a new
addition to provide improved visitor
facility and increased access to the
museum'’s collections. The museum
reopened in early 2010. Photo

by permission of People’s History
Museum.
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ing, with the aim of providing clarity on conservation principles and approaches.!® This
new Planning Policy Statement has been highly contested and is still being debated by
conservation professionals in England.

The introduction of the Heritage Lottery Fund in 1993 as a key development by
the government for the conservation of historic buildings and landscapes in the United
Kingdom has already proven successful. Since 1994 a percentage of net proceeds from
the National Lottery have been earmarked for qualified heritage conservation projects.
To date, over £4.4 billion ($7.1 billion) in lottery funds has been distributed on a com-
petitive basis in the form of matching grants intended to help conserve and maintain
over 33,900 heritage sites of local, regional, and national significance.!!

Notable recent projects supported by the Heritage Lottery Fund have ranged from
the refurbishment of a nineteenth-century pump house in Manchester to serve as a la-
bor history museum and the conservation of the SS Great Britain and its display in a dry
dock, with an artificial water line below, that is an environmentally controlled area pro-
tecting the hull and showing the public the infrastructure required to conserve the ship.
Heritage Lottery Fund monies are similarly being used to educate the public about the
processes and techniques of architectural conservation as part of the restoration of the
Gothic Revival Tyntesfield estate, near Bristol, including its original Victorian interiors
and unrivaled collection of nineteenth-century decorative arts. Tyntesfield has been
open to the public during the entire process, which began in 2006 and is scheduled for
completion in 2011.

The complicated system of heritage protection in England and Wales, with its mul-
tiple agencies and separate legislation and lists for different types of protected sites may
soon be changing. Because of the piecemeal and complicated nature of the system,
and the resultant gaps and inefficiency, an extensive program of heritage protection



review and reform was initiated in England and Wales by the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport and the Welsh Assembly Government in 2003. A series of surveys,
reports, and position papers was made, and some initial changes that did not require
legislation have already been made, such as transferring review of listing applications to
English Heritage and improving consultations with owners of listed properties. A new
comprehensive heritage protection bill was drafted in 2008, setting “out the legislative
framework for a unified and simpler heritage protection system that will be more open,
accountable and transparent.”!? It remains to be seen whether this proposed bill will be
presented to Parliament and enacted in the coming years.

PRIVATE, NOT-FOR-PROFIT ADVOCACY GROUPS

Since the late nineteenth century, private civic groups and amenity societies have played
a major role in raising public awareness of architectural heritage in the United King-
dom as well as in carrying out actual conservation work.”” The sheer number and variety
of these groups and organizations in the United Kingdom is impressive. Though they all
work to conserve the distinctive features of the built environment, they represent very
diverse aspects of the field—from protest groups to the mainstream, and they include
private homeowners, activist and advocacy groups, amenity and preservation societies,
residents” associations in towns and villages, and funding bodies. In the words of con-
servation architect and educator Derek Linstrum: “In their activities, these enthusiastic
groups embody a respect for the past and for their heritage that is far more complex and
serious than mere nostalgia.”"* The most significant of these organizations continuously
shape the architectural conservation landscape in Great Britain by influencing policy
and the administration of heritage.

One of the earliest and most influential groups, one that helped shape the scrape and
antiscrape debate of the nineteenth century, was the Society for the Protection of An-
cient Buildings (SPAB), which firmly supported the antiscrape, laissez-faire approach to
architectural conservation.” Founded by William Morris in 1877, the Society has broad
interests and is perhaps the world’s oldest, continuously operating nongovernmental
architectural conservation organization. The number of other professional and private
organizations modeled on the Society is testament to its sound approach to the protec-
tion and presentation of architectural heritage of a country.

An organization founded two decades later that remains a principal force in con-
servation in the United Kingdom is the National Trust for Places of Historic Interest
or Natural Beauty, which was founded by three philanthropists in 1895 in response to
the rapid disappearance of historic sites due to unbridled development and industri-
alization. Its mission remains the permanent conservation of areas of natural beauty
and buildings of historical or architectural importance throughout England, Wales, and
Northern Ireland. Since the period between the two world wars when social and eco-
nomic changes seriously threatened countless important country houses, whose owners
were forced to sell as a result of death duties and the relatively high cost of maintaining
large estates, these national treasures have been a particular focus of the National Trust.
Today, these houses are quite popular, and as a result of the National Trust’s efforts to
protect them, its membership had reached 3.5 million by 2007."¢

The National Trust believes the best way to conserve a building or site is to control
its ownership, so the organization primarily preserves heritage sites through bequest or,
in exceptional cases, purchase —but it will generally not accept a property from a private
donor without an endowment to cover its upkeep. The National Trust does, however,
accept properties from the government, which received them often in lieu of taxes,
and it depends largely on government grants for repair and maintenance of a few of its
properties. Today this private charity is the second largest property owner in the United
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Kingdom, after the Crown, owning 700 miles of coastline, more than 610,000 acres of
land, over 5,000 prehistoric sites, and over 1,100 historic buildings.!” Its holdings even
encompass parts of six World Heritage Sites, ranging from Hadrian’s Wall to Cornish
mines. In recent years, the National Trust has developed a sophisticated management
framework for its various properties, with unified systems of administration, ticket and
product sales, advertising, and interpretation.

Another influential nongovernmental organization that worked in the heritage con-
servation field was the Civic Trust, founded in England in 1957. The Civic Trust was
disbanded in early 2009, after a half century of campaigning to change policy and at-
titudes, administering an award program to raise standards of conservation work, and
promoting a civic society movement that empowered communities to take responsibility
for their local heritage. The Civic Trust served as an umbrella organization coordinating
more than 850 voluntary local civic societies that focus on raising awareness of and solv-
ing local problems, restoring buildings, and acting as watchdogs for nearby scheduled
and listed sites.

Though the Civic Trust itself is no longer extant, the civic societies it fostered and
encouraged are still active. For example, activists in the English city of Norwich, which
is known for its attractive Georgian main street, organized the Norwich Society in 1923.
This membership organization, which does not accept funding from other sources to
ensure its independence, aims “to encourage high standards of architecture and town
planning in Norwich; to stimulate public interest in and care for the beauty, history and
character of the city and its surroundings; to encourage the preservation, development
and improvement of features of general public amenity or historic interest; [and] to
pursue these ends by means of meetings, exhibitions, lectures, publications, other forms
of instruction and publicity.”!s

The Scottish Civic Trust was formed a decade after the English Civic Trust, to
take on parallel responsibilities promoting heritage and culture in Scotland, and it
is still strong today. It also coordinates and encourages the activities of hundreds of
local societies and organizes the Doors Open Days in association with the Council of
Europe’s European Heritage Days. At the request of Historic Scotland, the Scottish
Civic Trust has maintained a register of Buildings at Risk, including listed as well as
other sites. Today, that register includes nearly 2000 sites, over 100 of which are cur-
rently under restoration."

The Association for Preservation Trusts is another umbrella organization that co-
ordinates local conservation efforts throughout the United Kingdom. It was formed in
1989 to promote the sharing of information and strategies as the number of building
preservation trusts grew.” The establishment of building preservation trusts dates back
to 1934, when the first trust—the Bath Preservation Trust—was created. These regis-
tered charities are exclusively concerned with the preservation of buildings of historic or
architectural merit in a specific county, district, or town. Buildings at risk are their first
priority. Such trusts frequently operate as revolving funds: that is, they buy a property,
repair it, sell it, and then buy another property. A series of conservation actions can take
place under this arrangement; when two or more properties are under development at
the same time, capital can be turned around efficiently.! A major source of funding
for building preservation trusts are low-interest loans and grants from the Architectural
Heritage Fund, a private philanthropic organization that has, since 1976, provided ad-
vice and financial assistance to these and other nonprofit organizations.*

Two other key organizations in the British architectural conservation field are the
Ancient Monuments Society and SAVE Britain’s Heritage. The Ancient Monuments
Society, founded in 1924 to study the conservation of ancient structures in England
and Wales, researches and publishes on historic architecture and works to prevent de-
molitions and damage to protected sites.?? Founded in 1975, SAVE Britain’s Heritage
joined the Ancient Monuments Society in its mission. SAVE Britain’s Heritage formu-



Figure 3-5 The Landmark Trust
represents one of Britain's many
specialty amenity groups and civic
trusts devoted to heritage protection.
It specializes in transforming unusual
small-scale architectural wonders in
England, Scotland, and Wales into
holiday rental homes. The Pineapple
House, the former conservatory on
the estate of the John Murray, 4th Earl
of Dunmore, in central Scotland, was
converted in 1973 into self-catering
holiday accommodations for weekly
lease. It is one of the Trust's 186
restored heritage sites that can be
leased for such use. Image courtesy
Angus Bremner/The Landmark Trust.

lates arguments in support of conservation that, unlike those of most advocates, do not
rest solely on aesthetic quality or historical value but rather focus on the practical use
of society’s heritage. The organization argues that all buildings “represent energy, labor,
and materials, which either cannot be replaced or can only be replaced at high cost.
The fight to save particular buildings is not the fancy of some impractical antiquarian.
It is part of the battle for the sane use of all our resources.”?*

The work of SAVE Britain’s Heritage is complemented in Northern Ireland by the
Ulster Architectural Heritage Society (UAHS).” Founded in 1967, the organization’s
original aims were to secure government protection for historic buildings in Northern
Ireland, a goal achieved in 1972. It also played a significant part in establishing a Histor-
ic Buildings Council, providing historic building grants, and creating a record of public
buildings in Northern Ireland. Today the UAHS continues to promote public awareness
for conservation issues through tours and publications, to lobby the government on be-
half of particular sites and regarding planning legislation, and to provide a network for
conservation resources and practitioners in Northern Ireland.

The work of these major organizations is complemented by several other smaller
organizations established to promote more specific interests—the Council for British
Archaeology, the Georgian Group (for buildings erected after 1714), the Victorian
Society (for Victorian and Edwardian buildings), the Twentieth Century Society (for
buildings from 1914 onward)—as well as several other societies focused specifically
on conserving religious buildings.”® In addition, the heritage conservation climate in
Great Britain has produced many of the leading international NGOs in the field to-
day, including the Landmark Trust, the Vivat Trust, the Headly Trust, Venice in Peril,
and Jaisalmer in Jeopardy, all working in such diverse locations as Russia, Croatia,
[taly, and India.
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CONTEMPORARY FOCI

The United Kingdom’s most recent conservation efforts have focused on a number of
specific types of sites, including historic townscapes, country houses, industrial sites, and
gardens and parks. Despite variations in scale, aesthetics, and national importance, most
British towns have managed to preserve their historical integrity despite modern com-
mercial pressures, because sensitive infill and respectful new architectural design have
long-standing traditions. The distinguished nineteenth-century Gothic Revival architect
Sir Arthur Blomfield argued that “each genuine phase of architecture is indissolubly con-
nected with the architecture before and after it; and it is only from this standpoint that
it is possible to arrive at its true significance as a line in a long chain of developments.”?’

Bath, a city founded by the Romans and famously redeveloped in the eighteenth centu-
1y, was declared a World Heritage List site in 1987. When one of the thermal baths for which
the city is named was closed in 1978 because of hygienic concerns, Bath’s historic center be-
gan to decline as its eponymous main attraction drew fewer tourists and got less attention.”
In the following years, a number of proposals were suggested to encourage investment in
the city center and to restore the city’s function as a spa. In the late 1980s the City Council
cleaned and repaired some of Bath’s deteriorating and often abandoned historic structures.
Donald Insall Associates’ made emergency repairs and performed stone consolidation work
at the Hot Baths; part of this work won a Diploma from Europa Nostra in 1993.

A decade later the city sponsored an international competition, won by Nicholas
Grimshaw and Partners, to restore, update, and reopen the thermal baths themselves. The
resultant intervention included careful conservation of the Georgian stone buildings as
well as contemporary steel and glass additions that carefully and successfully negotiated
the seemingly conflicting requirements of Bath’s World Heritage status and the forward-
looking Millennium Lottery grant that funded the development project. The dramatic
project opened in August 2006, encouraged other investment in the city, brought tourists
back to Bath by the tens of thousands, and rejuvenated the historic core of the city.??

At Oxford and Cambridge, a mixture of sympathetic classical architecture with older
Gothic buildings testifies to the sensitive design approaches used even centuries earlier
in Georgian England. The result creates picturesque ensembles that have won the lasting
admiration of the British public and the many visitors to these university towns.* Today,
even modern structures built at Oxford and Cambridge respect each university’s architec-
tural heritage; several successful additions have further enhanced these near pristine sites.
Similarly, in the cathedral cities of Exeter, Durham, and York, the harmonious integration
of buildings from a range of historic and contemporary periods is impressive.

In the twentieth century, Britain’s medieval heritage has particularly attracted con-
servation attention, especially following the destruction of World War II. The cathedral
city of Coventry is perhaps the most famous post-war redesign of a city complex around
a historic structure. In a planning competition, the winning entry preserved the shell
of the partially destroyed medieval cathedral and further arranged for the conservation
of eighteen other historic structures as features of the new town design. Coventry to-
day presents a harmonious assemblage of buildings old and new, with the ruins of the
Gothic cathedral as its centerpiece.

In recent decades, one of the most visible proponents of the architectural conservation
cause has been Prince Charles; he has tirelessly advocated sensible land use and architec-
tural design that respects local traditions. Since the 1980s, Prince Charles has confronted
members of the modern architectural and planning establishments who proposed designs
for London buildings that he and others found objectionable.’ The values expressed by
the Prince and his attitudes toward heritage and historic cityscapes are derived from those
articulated by the nineteenth-century founders of the architectural heritage protection
movement. Despite criticism that his views are reactionary, a hindrance to progress, and an
impediment to architectural creativity, he has had some influence on both Britain’s con-
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Figure 3-6 The sensitive stabilization and conservation of the ruined remains of Coventry Cathedral (its entrance area seen here) and retention of
eighteen other historic structures that survived aerial bombardment during World War |l are hallmarks of the city center's character since the 1960s.
Coventry has been widely noted as an example of the successful integration of the old and new in modern urban planning.

Figure 3-7 In the spirit of William
Morris's 1877 “Manifesto for Society
for the Preservation of Ancient
Buildings," Prince Charles argues in his
1989 book, A Vision for Britain, for
changes to Britain's built environment
that are rooted in historic building
traditions. The controversy this book
and Prince Charles’ positions have
stirred has polarized views and added
visibility to heritage protection in Britain
and abroad. Jacket cover from A Vision
of Britain by HRH The Prince of Wales.
Used by permission of Doubleday, a
division of Random House, Inc.
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Figure 3-8 One of England's premier
examples of adaptive reuse is the Tate
Modern art museum in the former
Bankside Power Station, designed by
Giles Gilbert Scott and built between
1947 and 1963. In the year 2000,

the architects Herzog & de Meuron
converted the building to display the
international art of the Tate collection,
which had vastly outgrown the original
gallery. The Tate specifically sought a
suitable historic structure to reuse and
then held an international competition
for the project's design after selecting
the Bankside Power Station. Herzog

& de Meuron's design proposal was
favored in part because of the degree
of original building fabric they aimed
to retain.
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temporary architecture and architectural conservation movements and his positions reflect
the opinions of much of the British public. Among the Prince of Wales’s latest initiatives is
the Prince’s Regeneration Trust, established in 2006, which is dedicated to finding sustain-
able and commercially viable new uses for unused important historic buildings.

While late twentieth-century planning designs for London generally respected his-
toric buildings, this usually only extended to buildings of exceptional significance and
not necessarily to humbler historic structures or recent constructions. An awareness of
the value of coordinating a variety of inherited architectural expressions with needed
modern structures was also reflected in certain aspects of London’s development during
the 1960s and 1970s. Modern structures and developments such as Alison and Peter
Smithson’s complex for the Economist (1964) in the St. James area and Chamberlain,
Powell, and Bonn’s Barbican Estate (1969) either integrated themselves comfortably
within a historic environment or incorporated historic structures into their plans.

English conservation architects, advocates, and developers followed the example
of American large-scale conservation and adaptive-use projects that began in the ear-
ly 1970s.2 Some of London’s examples of similar adaptive reuse projects include the
mixed-use complex in the restored Covent Garden Marketplace, which opened in 1980,
as well as the new Tate Modern art museum in the former Bankside Power Station, com-
pleted twenty years later. The adaptive use and judicious expansion of Covent Garden
market has been the catalyst for a wider regeneration of the entire surrounding neigh-
borhood. Its success has come at a price, however, as continuous throngs of tourists and
revelers damage and vandalize such historic structures as Inigo Jones’s classical church
of St. Paul’'s Covent Garden. More recently the neo-Gothic St. Pancras Railway Station
(now St. Pancras International), designated the terminus of Eurostar high-speed rail
connection with Paris and Brussels through the “Chunnel” in 2007, was sensitively re-
habilitated to accommodate the increased and international traffic. St. Pancras, which
was nearly demolished in the 1960s, has once again become a vibrant transportation
and urban hub. Even the adjacent hotel, designed by George Gilbert Scott, was refur-
bished and expanded and now includes both hotel rooms and loft apartments.
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Figure 3-9 Exterior and interior views

of the restored St. Pancras Railway
Station and Midland Hotel, London.
After standing empty for three-quarters
of a century, the 1876 St. Pancras
Midland Hotel, designed by George
Gilbert Scott, has been restored and
reopened as a combination of luxury
flats and new hotel by the Manhattan
Loft Corporation. The adjacent St.
Pancras train shed, designed in 1868
by William Barlow, also witnessed a
£800 million ($1.3 billion) restoration
and extension to house the extra long
Eurostar trains. Both buildings are
Grade | listed sites.
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St. Pancras train shed is not the only industrial building to receive conservation at-
tention in recent decades. After much public and government debate, the 1960s loss of
London’s architecturally significant early nineteenth-century Euston Arch, the former
entryway to the railway station of the same name, galvanized the architectural conserva-
tion field in England and raised awareness of its rich industrial-era heritage. Since that
time, the United Kingdom has become a world leader in the conservation of industrial
and infrastructural sites from the nineteenth and early twentieth century, including
many early engineering marvels. The industrial archaeological site at Ironbridge Gorge,
for example, is now a complex of museums and heritage sites, and attention has been
lavished on other former industrial complexes such as the Albert Dock in Liverpool. Fo-
cusing on these sites was aided after 1987 when England adopted a controversial “thirty
year rule” permitting the protection of more recent heritage under the Planning Acts.

There are, of course, other examples of conserved historic structures that today stand
uncomfortably beside modern tourist accommodations. In William Shakespeare’s birth-
place of Stratford-upon-Avon, original seventeenth-century, half-timbered buildings
coexist with imitations of inferior quality. Today, architects and planners have for the
most part publicly accepted the purposes and principles of architectural conservation;
however, the designs of new buildings in conservation areas are not always harmonious
additions. In an unfortunate number of cases, they are isolated facades, poorly executed
replicas, or grossly overscaled. The work of heightening awareness of the various kinds
of values associated with architectural heritage protection clearly remains a priority for
its advocates, if they are to maintain the atmosphere and special qualities of designated
conservation areas.
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Conserving Britain’s Industrial Heritage

Dennis Rodwell

The United Kingdom's seminal role in the Industrial Revo-
lution in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries can be
readily traced by both a local and an international audience
through eight of the United Kingdom'’s total of twenty-four
cultural sites featured on the UNESCO World Heritage List:

® ronbridge Gorge, England (inscribed in 1986): notable
for innovations in mining, ironworking, and structural and
mechanical engineering; symbolized by the Iron Bridge.

® Blaenavon Industrial Landscape, Wales (2000): a land-
scape that has been powerfully shaped by humans and
that bears witness to the preeminence of South Wales
as the world's major producer of coal and iron in the
nineteenth century.

® Derwent Valley Mills, England (2001): birthplace of the
factory system of industrial-scale production and labor
organization; inspired and developed by Sir Richard Ark-
wright.

e New Lanark, Scotland (2001): where David Dale and his
partner Robert Owen pioneered the concept of a model
industrial society; located in an idyllic setting on the
banks of the river Clyde.

e Saltaire, England (2001): the planned model industrial
village developed by Sir Titus Salt on the banks of the
river Aire.

e Liverpool Maritime Mercantile City, England (2004):
one of the world's foremost trading ports and a pioneer
in the development of modern dock technology, ware-
house design and construction, and port management.

e Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape, England
(2006): prolific innovation in mining and related indus-
tries that enabled the region to produce two-thirds of
the world's supply of copper.

e Pontcysyllte Aqueduct and Canal, Wales (2009): a mas-
terpiece of civil engineering in a demanding geographi-
cal setting; designed by Thomas Telford.

Although under the United Kingdom protective systems
there are no specific statutory controls for World Heritage
Sites, each of these eight sites has a detailed management
plan in place that is directed at safeguarding their out-
standing universal value for future generations and man-
aging change in a positive manner. Special care is taken

in the application of controls over scheduled monuments,
listed buildings, and conservation areas, as well as in the
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general consideration of proposals for new development
both within the sites and in their settings.

World Heritage List status has increased the awareness of
these sites for educational purposes and enhanced their
profile as visitor attractions. In certain cases, most notably
Blaenavon Industrial Landscape, the new international pro-
file has had a catalytic effect in encouraging a significant
level of investment from United Kingdom and European
Union sources into the varied industrial components and,
additionally, for upgrading the housing stock and in the
provision of community facilities. The conversion of a
former school into a World Heritage Centre, opened to
acclaim in 2008, is an exemplar of its kind, presenting the
history and importance of the site to audiences from near
and far; it also supports understanding and continuity of
the rich, intangible cultural heritage traditions of the area.

The United Kingdom experienced accelerating decline in
its traditional industries in the decades following the First
World War. The pace of decline varied, but across the
country the legacy of this decline is enormous. Until the
1980s, it became fashionable to disparage the nation's
industrial heritage as reminiscent of a dirty, noisy, un-
healthy past that had no place in the contemporary world.
Important regeneration initiatives at Ironbridge Gorge and
New Lanark, however, predated their inscription on the
UNESCO World Heritage List and showed a reevaluation
of the country's industrial heritage.

This reevaluation was accompanied by countless other con-
servation initiatives across the United Kingdom. The country's
railway heritage has seen significant revivals, including the
regeneration of Swindon town railway station, founded in
the 1840s by the great engineer Isambard Kingdom Brunel
to serve his Great Western Railway; the restoration of George
Gilbert Scott's St. Pancras Station; and countless smaller-
scale projects of conversion and adaptive reuse, such as the
restoration of Melrose Station in Scotland in the 1980s.

FURTHER READING

Dennis Rodwell, “Industrial World Heritage Sites in the United
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—— "“The World Heritage Convention and the Exemplary Man-
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Conservation 8, no. 3 (November 2002): 40-60.

—— "“Urban Regeneration and the Management of Change:
Liverpool and the Historic Urban Landscape.” Journal of
Architectural Conservation 14, no. 2 (July 2008): 83—106.



Figure 3-10 As the birthplace of
the Industrial Revolution, the United
Kingdom has numerous important
nineteenth century manufacturing
and infrastructure sites that have
been preserved and protected. The
Iron Bridge (a) crossing the Severn
Gorge in Shropshire, constructed
between 1777 and 1781 by Abraham
Darby, pioneered the use of iron

in bridge construction. The Albert
Dock in Liverpool (b) represents

the development of modern dock
technology, warehouse design and
construction, and port management.
The Boar's Head Mills (c) at Darley
Abbey, whose principal development
took place from the early 1780s
through the 1830s, comprise the
most complete of the surviving cotton
manufacturing complexes in the
Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage
Site. Saltaire (d), a planned model
industrial village built between 1851
and 1876 by Sir Titus Salt, is dominated
by Salts Mill and complemented by
the tightly laid out workers' housing,
allotments, public buildings, and open
spaces. Images courtesy and copyright
Dennis Rodwell.
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Conserving Fine Architectural Interiors

Lisa Ackerman

Architectural conservation projects are complex activi-
ties requiring experts from many different fields, and

the challenges grow as more elements of the building
are taken into consideration. Often the most visible part
of a project is the rehabilitation of the exterior, which
alone can require art historians, architects, engineers,
and specialists in scientific analysis of materials ranging
from metal to stone, plaster, masonry, and mortar. While
stabilization of the building envelope is essential, interior
architectural restoration and conservation projects can
prove to be even more thought provoking and require
even more specialists. Conserving architectural interiors
often necessitates deep discussions on the evolution of
decorative campaigns, historic or cultural activities re-
lated to these interiors, and the need to reconcile interior
and exterior as well as interior architecture with furnish-
ings and fixtures, which may or may not be in evidence
in the building at present.

Throughout Europe, and indeed the world, precious interi-
ors are housed in great buildings: country houses, palaces,
civic structures, and private homes may all be important
structures with interiors that are distinctive and require
attention. Startling examples can be found in any country,
yet the British Isles are perhaps the obvious location for
this discussion as issues of conservation of interiors began
to be addressed there in the nineteenth century by figures
such as William Morris.

A quintessential example of the complexities of conserv-
ing a site where grounds, interior, and exterior all vie for
attention is Stowe House in Buckinghamshire, England,
which was converted in the late seventeenth and eigh-

teenth century into the impressive mansion that stands
today. Its extensively painted and sculpted interiors include
an elliptical marble salon designed by Vincenzo Valdre
(circa 1772) and a Gothic Revival library added by Sir John
Soane. Stowe House and many other similar examples are
only understood when one takes into consideration the
grounds and its follies, the house, and the historic interiors
together. Were one to restore only the building envelope,
a great house would be saved, but the essence of what
makes Stowe important would be lost.

Strawberry Hill is another such example. Horace Walpole's
vision of a little Gothic castle for Strawberry Hill was so
complete that the interaction of building, interiors, views
from windows, and fine finishes created strong public in-
terest, drawing people to the site during Walpole's lifetime
and promoting the Gothic Revival aesthetic. The attention
to detail and completeness of his vision still tantalizes visi-
tors today. It would be unthinkable to restore the house’s
exterior without giving equal attention to the extraordi-
nary interiors. The unusual use of materials as well as the
blending of styles as the building evolved both during
Walpole's life in the house and after his death fuel the de-
sire to understand his artistic intent.

Similar discussions could easily focus on great interiors
throughout Europe. Palaces, country houses, public ar-
chitecture, and religious structures all were conceived to
speak to visitors through the grandeur of the architecture
and the impressive commissioned interiors. Yet it is in the
United Kingdom where perhaps some of the earliest and
most comprehensive conservation attention was paid to
extraordinary interiors and their interpretation.

In recentyears, the British government has realized the potential of architectural con-
servation to revive its most economically deprived urban and rural areas. The Heritage
FEconomic Regeneration Scheme (HERS) and Conservation Area Partnership Scheme
(CAPS), two matching grant programs run by English Heritage, help local authorities
achieve economic development through conservation. Funded by the National Lottery,
HERS focuses on a neighborhood’s businesses and main streets, and CAPS focuses on
groups of historic buildings within a conservation area. Under these programs, eligible
property owners can receive a grant toward work for repairs that have been approved by
the local authority and conservation officer. The appearance of a town, the ease of road
and pedestrian traffic, and the town’s appeal to residents, businesses, and visitors are all
considered in evaluating the success of a town’s regeneration. The concept seems highly
appropriate for England, given the country’s long-standing appreciation for the special
characteristics of the townscape.
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Figure 3-11 Stowe House is one of
Britain's grandest country houses,

and it displays the talents of several

of the finest architects, landscape
architects, and artisans of the Georgian
period. lllustrated here is Stowe's
premier interior space, the elliptical
Marble Salon (a) that was restored

in September 2005 as part of a

phased conservation program for the
house. Here conservation specialists
and restorers are conserving the
ornamented frieze using consolidation
and a stucco infilling method (b and

¢) with finished results appearing in a
lower portion of the coffered dome (d).
Images courtesy of World Monuments
Fund; Richard Houlttom, photographer.

Historic towns are only one of many focuses of conservation efforts in the United
Kingdom in recent decades. Other typical and particular elements of Britain’s heri-
tage have also received attention, especially the country house, which is generally
regarded as a national symbol today and “Britain’s greatest single contribution to Eu-
ropean civilization and the visual arts.”** The traditional image of English country life
usually features the English country house, with its architecturally imposing central
structure, outbuildings, gardens, and vast surrounding acreage. Frequent representa-
tions of country houses in popular culture, especially films, have encouraged interest
in their study and conservation and have in turn fueled tourism and new protection
systems nationwide.

Though public and government awareness of the museumization and nationaliza-
tion of country houses has increased in the past few decades, the effective management
of country houses in the future is uncertain.** But their fate has improved significantly
since activists, including Marcus Binney, John Cornforth, and others, presented a thor-
ough discussion of related preservation issues in Country Houses in Britain: Can They
Survive? (1974) and in the book (and the exhibition at the Victoria and Albert Museum)
Destruction of the Country House, 1875-1975.%
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Figure 3-12 Beginning in 2006 Horace
Walpole's Strawberry Hill near London
underwent extensive analysis and
conservation planning aimed at making this
Gothic Revival landmark more accessible to
the visiting public. The conservation team
led by the prominent conservation firm
Inskip and Jenkins, under the guidance of
the Strawberry Hill House Trust, discovered
that several rooms were altered by
Walpole in his efforts to apply the “Gothic
taste.” These changes posed a number of
questions about which features from which
period of Walpole's long residence in the
house should be presented? The plan of
Inskip and Jenkins ultimately resolved the
question based on findings from rigorous
historical and physical research and from
surviving evidence viewed in light of new
use requirements and a multifaceted

interpretive program for the whole property.

The unrestored “Long Gallery,” which
contains a number of sub-standard mid-
twentieth century renovation interventions,
is illustrated here (a) and the restoration

in process in July 2009 is seen as well (b).
Courtesy of World Monuments Fund,;
Richard Houlttom, photographer.
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Today hundreds of country houses are under the management of the National

Trust and English Heritage. The contents of houses such as Tyntesfield, an out-
standing and nearly intact nineteenth-century Gothic Revival estate, would have
been dispersed had it not been for a vigorous campaign by SAVE Britain’s Heritage
and the National Trust. In addition, the Historic Houses Association has proved an
effective resource and lobbyist for many remaining privately owned houses. Other
estates such as Chatsworth, home of the dukes of Devonshire, and Blenheim Palace,
home of the dukes of Marlborough, have formed private trusts to allow access to
public and private funds to help maintain these outstanding properties. Recipients
of state aid are required to open their houses to the public, and new tax provisions
provide relief for repair expenditures but encourage owners of historic houses to re-
tain the inventoried contents of their houses. The objective of these new provisions
is to stimulate preventative preservation through maintenance and repair, with the
authorities committed to providing advice and financial help where needed.*

BRITISH CONSERVATION LEADERSHIP

Many prominent Britons are listed among the founders of the architectural con-
servation field, which has benefited from their distinctive and important contribu-
tions. The Ruskin-Morris schools of conservation philosophy in the late nineteenth
century drew attention to the importance of discretion in restoring and maintaining
historic buildings. Similarly bold personal initiatives of Sir Robert Hunter, Canon
Hardwicke Rawnsley, and Octavia Hill —who were all, like Ruskin and Morris, mo-
tivated by concern for the loss of the country’s historic built and natural assets—led
to the establishment of England’s National Trust in 1896. Their actions, focused on



Figure 3-13 Historic site
interpretation specialists (a) are playing
increasingly important roles at some
restored national heritage sites in the
United Kingdom in order to enliven
their functions as places for learning.
For example, actors playing Henry VIII
and his last wife Catherine (a) greet
guests at Hampton Court near London
in 2009 (b). Prior to this moment, a
few young girls in the audience were
asked to serve as ladies in waiting to
Queen Catherine to help her prepare
for her public presentation, for which
she gave each a coin (c). One mother
in attendance, Mrs. Joanne O'Sullivan
of Hertfordshire, said: "Prior to my
daughter Gabrielle being asked to
‘participate in history,” she was bored
by it all. After this morning, no more."”
Images courtesy James Seger and
Joanne O'Sullivan.
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Figure 3-14 Due to their enormous
size, complexity, and age, many of
England's cathedrals require long
conservation programs. Complex
structural repair work and conservation
begun in the 1970s at the Norwich
Cathedral (illustrated here) and York
Minster brought large-scale building
conservation projects such as these to
the fore as examples of “best practice”
in architectural conservation at the
time, not only because of their physical
magnitude but due to the original
solutions applied at each. Both projects
were led by Bernard M. Feilden of
Feilden + Mawson, Architects and
Engineers. For instance, the failing
stone tower and spire of Norwich
Cathedral were consolidated using
small-gauge wire rope (cable) set to
give slightly and not to behave like a
monolithic structure. Its carillon was
reconfigured so that the cathedral's
bells swung synchronously in opposite
directions to minimize any swaying
action. York Minster had equally
serious problems, including foundation
settlement and the failure of the stone
tracery of its great rose window above
the chancel, all of which had to be
corrected while parts of the cathedral
remained in operation.
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solving problems, developed what proved to be a major contribution to global conserva-
tion. Not only did the new organization save historic sites, it also provided a workable
framework for popular support of its cause. One innovation helped secure the Trust’s
future: public subscription, or dues-paying members.

Individual commitment to heritage conservation was an important theme again dur-
ing the 1970s, when a new specialty of conservation architects began to distinguish
itself. The firms of Donald Insall Associates and Feilden + Mawson, Architects and En-
gineers, headed a generation of professional pioneers in building conservation practice,
whose high-quality work even today serve as exemplars both domestically and abroad.
Sir Bernard M. Feilden drew on his skills both as an engineer and an architect when
restoring some of the England’s most significant religious buildings, notably Norwich
Cathedral, York Minster, and St Paul’s Cathedral in London.

Feilden and his team responded with insight, talent, and innovation to the complex
engineering and material conservation challenges presented by other large projects.
This accumulated knowledge is presented in Feilden’s landmark publication, Conserva-
tion of Historic Buildings, originally published in 1982 and now in its third edition. A
willingness to share his experiences led to Feilden accepting a position as the director
general of the International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration
of Cultural Property (better known as ICCROM) in 1977.%" Since leaving that post in



Figure 3-15 Repairs and cleaning of
the fire damaged Bartholomew Street
facade of the Bank of England by
Donald Insall Associates Ltd.

1981, Feilden continued at the forefront of the field through his writing and interna-
tional consulting work until his death in 2008.

Numerous other innovations and individuals could be named. That the British ap-
proach has been recognized so widely, and largely adopted in the United States, the
Indian subcontinent, and Australia, is testament to the effectiveness of personal and
institutional leadership in the field. In turn, British practice has been influenced by
best practices and ideas, from other countries including Italy, Australia, India, and the
United States.

A number of conservation technologies and methods used in the field were de-
veloped in Britain and exported throughout the world, particularly those involving
masonry repair and cleaning, conservation of special architectural finishes, and con-
servation of ruins. In addition to Feilden’s seminal work, texts by other British archi-
tects and scholars, such as John Harvey’s Conservation of Buildings, have influenced
the field far beyond the United Kingdom.?® In addition, the National Trust, English
Heritage, Historic Scotland, and the University of York all maintain conservation
laboratories that regularly publish new findings and experiments. More recent schol-
arship, such as John Ashurst’s Conservation of Ruins, John Warren’s Conservation of
Earth Structures, Dennis Rodwell’s Conservation and Sustainability in Historic Cities,
and the Michael Forsyth—edited Building Conservation series, reflect the very highly
advanced state of the field of architectural heritage conservation in Britain as well as
any other indicator.* In addition, English Heritage recently published their Conserva-
tion Principles that set out a logical approach to the identification and definition of
significance in historic places and structures as well as the management of such places
and structures.*

Of the dozens of distinguished architectural firms specializing in architectural
conservation in Britain today one is particularly outstanding: Donald Insall Associ-
ates, whose fiftieth year of operation was commemorated in 2008 in an impressive
monograph entitled Living Buildings; Architectural Conservation Philosophy, Prin-
ciples and Practice. The portfolio of the Donald Insall Associates has included some
of the most prestigious conservation projects in Britain on many of its most famous
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Figure 3-16 The interior of the

Lords' Chamber (a) in the Palace of
Westminster. Diagram (b) illustrates
the elaborate ceiling structure and

roof construction. The Chamber's
gilded and coffered ceiling (c) was
restored in 1984. Figure 3-16a image
courtesy of the Historic Building

and Monuments Commission for
England (English Heritage)/National
Monuments Record. Figures 3-16b and
3-16¢ are from Donald W. Insall, Living
Buildings; Architectural Conservation:
Philosophy, Principles and Practice
(Mulgrave, Victoria: Images Publishing,
2008), copyright and courtesy of
Donald Insall Associates Ltd.
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buildings, ranging from the restoration of Windsor Castle after its disastrous fire in
1992 and the ceiling of the Lords’ Chamber in the Palace of Westminster to the afore-
mentioned Georgian spas restoration in Bath and the Crown Estate’s development
plan for Regent Street in London. The robustness and seriousness of the field of ar-
chitectural conservation in Britain can be seen in the range of projects taken on by
Insall’s London-based architectural firm. According to Donald Insall, through careful
intervention, “every place may be truly more itself.”# This serves as a guiding princi-
ple for the firm he founded, and reflects his attitude toward architectural conservation
in the United Kingdom more generally.
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Figure 4-1 The megalithic passage tomb at Newgrange and other prehistoric sites were among the first
protected heritage sites in Ireland. Newgrange was built over 5,000 years ago and excavated in the 1960s and
1970s. The tomb was extensively reconstructed through anastylosis and new infill in the 1980s. The site was
added to the World Heritage List in 1993.



CHAPTER

Ireland

cultural heritage, as the country’s new wealth allowed for the repatriation of Irish sil-

ver, paintings, and porcelain from overseas auction houses. Architectural conserva-
tion activities have also recently accelerated, and an improved political relationship with
the United Kingdom in recent years has also expanded the types of sites the Irish value
and their openness to foreign conservation models. Despite a lull in efforts in the mid-
twentieth century, in the past few decades Ireland has joined the Furopean trend toward
architectural heritage conservation.

Ireland’s 9,000-year history has generated a rich collection of heritage sites: Neolith-
ic dolmens from about 4000 BCE that commemorate burials, Bronze Age earthen henges
and stone circles from 2000 to 500 BCE that demarcate religious ceremonial sites, and
Celtic hilltop or promontory fortresses and archaeological evidence of circular earthen
and wood ritual buildings.! Thousands of small churches and hundreds of monasteries
were established after Christianity was introduced in the fifth century. Medieval Ireland
witnessed a great deal of architectural and urban development after colonization by
twelfth-century Anglo-Norman lords and later by the English and Scottish planters in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The Normans built lime-washed stone castles
and monasteries with great axial cruciform churches as well as created walled market
towns that emerged as centers of commerce. Ireland’s British-inspired Georgian period
was an artistic high point, as affluence and a rich craft tradition converged to create
grand houses and furnishings in both Dublin and the countryside.

Ireland’s late-twentieth-century economic revival facilitated increased appreciation for

CONSERVATION LEGISLATION AND INSTITUTIONS

Throughout the nineteenth century, the scientific approach to the study of history that
was popular in Europe was also evident in Ireland when it was still part of the United
Kingdom. The first legislation in the United Kingdom protecting architectural heritage
was the Irish Church Act of 1869, which required the Commissioners of Public Works
to maintain medieval churches that had previously belonged to the Church of Ireland.?
Five years later, the first site was purchased by the government to ensure its protection
and preservation: the Rock of Cashel, a twelfth- and thirteenth-century hilltop castle
complex that had been the traditional royal seat prior to the Norman invasion in the
twelfth century.

The Ancient Monuments Protection Act of 1882, which focused primarily on ar-
chaeological sites, applied to Ireland as well as the rest of the United Kingdom. A series
of local government and land-use laws in Ireland at the turn of the twentieth century
also addressed archaeological site conservation, vesting protective authority in local
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Figure 4-2 For much of the
twentieth century, until the 1980s, the
destruction of Ireland's eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century heritage,

built during the period of English rule,
partly reflected a resentment of that
colonization and hegemony. Scores

of country houses were lost through
this period, at first due to arson during
the War of Independence and the
Civil War of the early 1920s and later
due to neglect and abandonment as
properties ceased to be financially
viable for their occupants. Castleboro
House in Demsere, County Wexford
was built in 1770, suffered an
accidental fire in 1840, and was burnt
in 1923.
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authorities.’ Broadening interest in Ireland’s architectural inheritance continued after
independence from the United Kingdom in 1922, as evidenced by George Petrie’s pio-
neering work on early medieval Round Towers, the valuable information collected in an
Ordnance Survey in the 1930s, and the foundation of local archaeological and histori-
cal societies.

An updated National Monuments Acts in 1930 charged the Otfice of Public Works
with preserving Ireland’s heritage, which included monuments predating the beginning
of the eighteenth century. Initial Irish legislation mostly ignored the great streetscapes
and monuments of the past two centuries, due in part to residual anti-British sentiment.
British and Irish relations were historically difficult and led to civil war in the 1920s—
they remained strained long after independence.

Although Ireland fortunately escaped destruction during the world wars that devas-
tated much of Europe, mid-century modernization and road widening took a significant
toll on the country’s built patrimony, particularly in urban areas. When whole sections
of historic urban building stock were cleared to accommodate new housing and govern-
ment buildings during the mid-1960s, the country was ill prepared to deal with the new
challenge. A coherent national conservation policy had still not been formulated, and
not much thought had been given to the economics of conservation in Ireland.

In September 1964, when Dublin’s Electricity Supply Board received authorization
to demolish twenty-six Georgian terrace houses on Lower Fitzwilliam Street and erect
an office block,local support for architectural conservation was galvanized, and urban
conservation was dramatically brought into the public eye. At about the same time, a
Local Government Planning and Development Act was passed; amended several times
thereafter, it has used local spatial planning mechanisms to control development and
offer further protection for Ireland’s historic sites.*

In the 1980s Dublin witnessed several impressive large-scale conservation projects,
including rerestorations of the prominent Custom House, the Bank of Ireland, the Four
Courts, and the City Hall, all marvelous sites of monumental neoclassicism. The 1930
National Monument Act was amended and supplemented several times, including in
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1987 when the Register of Historic Monuments was established, in 1995 when the Heri-
tage Council was formed as an advisory body to the Ministry, and in 1997 when Duchas
(the Irish Heritage Service) was created within the Ministry. Massive heritage invento-
rying efforts were also launched in the 1990s. Through the Archaeological Survey of
Ireland, Dichas created a documentary record of over 100,000 pre-1700 archaeological
sites and monuments.” The Urban Archaeology survey included similar reports on all
pre-1700 towns, with a special focus on identifying potential archaeological zones. The
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage began similarly documenting the coun-
try’s historic buildings in 1999. It was from the two archaeological surveys that sites were
selected for the Record of Monuments and Places, and from the architectural inventory
that buildings were selected for the Record of Protected Structures (RPS).

In the year 2000 the landmark Planning and Development Act was passed mark-
ing a new approach to heritage protection in Ireland.® In addition to encompassing
new categories of sites, including architectural conservation areas, the Act compelled
local authorities to compile lists of significant buildings and sites in the RPS and to
note these in county development plans. The 2000 Planning and Development Act
simultaneously empowered local authorities to require owners of properties in the
RPS to maintain them, to offer grants to assist with this process, and to acquire en-
dangered properties through compulsory purchase. Though not specified by the leg-
islation, many local authorities have established conservation officers to implement
its provisions. Though the 2000 Act “provides a robust means for protecting Ireland’s
architectural heritage through the stick and carrot approach..., in reality, a lack of
available resources and the potential for legal challenges have resulted in insufficient
protection for the most endangered sites.””

The updated Planning and Development Act of 2000 was soon followed by a new
National Monuments Act in 2004. The National Monuments Service of the Depart-
ment of the Environment, Heritage, and Local Government has replaced the former
Ministry’s Diichas and is today responsible for identifying and designating archaeologi-
cal sites as protected, licensing excavations and conservation interventions, and advising
local planning authorities on their protection. The National Monuments Service also
maintains the Archacological Survey of Ireland, which today includes nearly 140,000
records.® The National Inventory of Architectural Heritage continues within the depart-
ment, and its buildings list is regularly updated. It has also recently completed a Survey
of Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes in Ireland, for which it won a European
Union/Europa Nostra award in 2009.

Today the Irish government directly owns almost one thousand of the recognized
national monuments, representing a range of the country’s houses, including everything
from megalithic tombs to industrial mills.” These sites are maintained and presented by
both the National Monuments Service and the Office of Public Works, which continues
to play an active role in Irish architectural conservation. The Heritage Council also
continues to advise the current Department for Environment, Heritage, and Local Gov-
ernment and other public authorities and educational institutions, as well as to propose
policies and priorities and promote heritage appreciation through educational initia-
tives, grant programs, and cooperative projects with national and international partners.

ACTIVE NONGOVERNMENTAL HERITAGE ORGANIZATIONS
IN IRELAND

Nongovernmental organizations have also played a role in the protection of Irish archi-
tectural heritage. In the early twentieth century, the Georgian Society completed the
first systematic architectural survey of the country’s architecture from that period and
published this information between 1909 and 1913 as the Georgian Society Records.
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Figure 4-3 Castletown House

in Celbridge, Ireland, a fine early
eighteenth-century Palladian-style
manor house, was taken on as a
rescue and restoration project in 1967
by Desmond and Mariga Guinness,
founders of the Irish Georgian Society,
which celebrated its fiftieth anniversary
in 2008.
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In 1958 Desmond and Mariga Guinness founded the Irish Georgian Society as a
membership organization interested in promoting awareness of and protecting the
country’s heritage. Despite its name and primary focus on this underappreciated com-
ponent of Irish heritage, the Irish Georgian Society has always been concerned with
conserving outstanding architecture from all periods of Irish history. In the past, it
achieved its goals through property acquisition and restoration, but today the society
focuses on research and publication, planning, advocacy, training, and grants for con-
servation.

The Irish Georgian Society also holds annual Training Building Skills exhibitions to
promote best practices among owners of historic properties. Recently, in collaboration
with the Irish Department of the Environment, Heritage, and Local Government, the
Irish Georgian Society has organized seminars focused on improving energy efficiency
in older buildings without compromising their historic integrity. The Society’s annual
journal, Irish Architectural and Decorative Studies, is the only publication focused on
new research about the history of the country’s built heritage.

Ireland’s most important architectural archive is also run by a nongovernmental or-
ganization: the Irish Architectural Archive, established in Dublin in 1976, has collected
and preserved documentation relating to Ireland’s built environment and works to make
this information accessible to the public.”

An Taisce, also known as the National Trust for Ireland, emerged as an important fac-
tor in the field of architectural conservation in the 1960s when it openly campaigned for
the preservation of Lower Fitzwilliam Street in Dublin. Founded in 1948 and patterned
after England’s National Trust, An Taisce eventually took over a number of natural heri-
tage sites. Despite its ambitious aims, it has only managed to acquire a few architectural
heritage sites, including Kanturk Castle, a ruined sixteenth-century fortified house in

County Cork."
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Figure 4-4 The neoclassical

Custom House (James Gandon,
1791) situated on the River Liffey

in Dublin was extensively damaged
by fire in 1921 but restored under
the direction of the Office of Public
Works in the 1980s. The restoration
entailed complete reconstruction of
the interiors, including its collapsed
dome, and two campaigns of exterior
stone restoration work. The building
that currently houses the Department
of the Environment, Heritage and
Local Government, exemplifies Irish
government support for architectural
conservation from the 1980s forward.

The Dublin Civic Trust was established in 1992 and successfully restored a num-
ber of historic city buildings on a revolving fund basis.’? In recent years it has focused
less on conservation and restoration projects and more on indirect involvement in the
field, such as consultancy services and publications. The Dublin Civic Trust has also
completed important inventories of buildings in Dublin’s historic core as well as of the
city’s churches.

Two other recently established nongovernmental organizations, Irish Landmark
Trust and the Irish Heritage Trust have also been active participants in the field. Irish
Landmark Trust was established in 1992 to purchase and rehabilitate smaller histor-
ic structures into self-catering holiday accommodations: it currently owns twenty-two
properties, which range from lighthouses to farmhouses.”” Using a similar model of
acquisition and conservation, the Irish Heritage Trust was founded in 2006 and assumed
responsibility for its first property—the Fota House and Gardens in County Cork—from
the Fota Trust in late 2007.1*

The Irish chapter of ICOMOS has proven yet another key nongovernmental orga-
nization actively promoting the country’s architectural heritage. Established in 1984,
it has focused on international coordination and the application of current theory and
scientific techniques for heritage conservation.

In today’s Republic of Ireland, this robust involvement of private organizations has
contributed toward and reveals an increased interest and attention for architectural
heritage. On the other hand, rapid modernization during recent decades has result-
ed in an unexpected and odd exploitation of the country’s built heritage. Ironically,
while the existing building stock is appreciated for its intrinsic worth, the unchecked
popularity and quality of more ordinary home and commercial building renovations is
worrisome. Architectural historian and architectural conservationist Ian Lumley of An
Taisce is concerned about the recent plethora of ill-informed improvements, especially
of lesser historic buildings, such as unlisted town architecture and commercial store-
fronts.” Lumley questions whether any authentic eighteenth-century storefronts and
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Figure 4-5 Subtle changes to

the character of Ireland’s historic
towns and buildings through ad

hoc modernization measures are of
concern to the country’'s architectural
conservationists. lllustrated is an
example of a nineteenth-century
storefront in Kilkenny County that
was retained and sensitively restored.
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exterior details will remain after the present mania to modernize. The preservation of
authentic architectural details and finishes is a major issue in Ireland, as elsewhere in
the world.

In recent decades, an improved political relationship with Great Britain has also
expanded not only the types of sites valued by the Irish but also their openness to foreign
conservation models. Architectural conservation activities have accelerated, and today’s
widespread ethos for things historic is a welcome replacement for years of neglect. De-
spite a late start, in the second half of the twentieth-century Ireland joined the Furopean
trend toward architectural heritage conservation and now the Republic is nearly on par
with other western European countries in protecting its built patrimony.
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CHAPTER

Figure 5-1 The restoration of the
Alhambra in Granada, Spain, was
among the first of its type in the
country. The project was initiated
in 1828, funded by the Crown, and
was carried out by three successive
generations of architects from the
Contreras family.

Spain and Portugal

n Spain and Portugal, legislation and involvement in architectural conservation

developed in parallel for the past two centuries until the decentralization efforts

in Spain of the past few decades. By the mid-nineteenth century, both countries
began following organized European efforts and conserving their cultural heritage,
which reflects the creative output of over 3,000 years of civilizations, including pre-
historic cultures, the Celts, Phoenicians, Greeks, Carthaginians, Romans, Visigoths,
Umayyads, and Abbasids as well as the medieval and modern Spanish and Portuguese
kingdoms and republics. Sporadic interest in preserving the heritage of the Iberian
Peninsula began early. In the fifteenth century, Spanish monarchs Ferdinand I and
Isabella I acted to preserve certain historical monuments, and in Portugal during the
eighteenth century the Royal Academy of History devoted its activities to the same
purpose.

After an ill-fated alliance with France during the Napoleonic Wars, Spain suffered
from a tumultuous century and half of wars of succession, revolutions, and short-lived
republics culminating with the Spanish Civil War and the introduction of the fascist
dictatorship of Generalissimo Francisco Franco in the 1939. Advances in conservation
activities were impeded by this social and political unrest as well as by the subsequent
insular fascist regimes in both countries. With Franco’s death in 1975, the gradual tran-
sition to democracy began, and the constitutional monarchy established in the nine-
teenth century was restored. Portugal also became a democratic republic in the mid-
1970s, and its twentieth-century political history has been no less chaotic than Spain’s:
it transformed from a constitutional monarchy to an ineffective and troubled republic,
then to a conservative, authoritarian dictatorship, before its current government was
established.

Despite this political turmoil in the nineteenth and twentieth century, both Spain
and Portugal participated in pan-European architectural movements, including revival
styles and modernism, and in recent decades both have quickly joined broader Europe-
an trends in architectural conservation. Today the people of the Iberian Peninsula and
the governments of Spain and Portugal are busy revitalizing the architectural heritage
of their countries via both grand schemes and smaller projects designed to protect their
historic cultural resources.
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SPANISH CONSERVATION POLICIES AND DECENTRALIZED
STRUCTURE

The Spanish government was a pioneer in architectural conservation in Europe, spon-
soring projects as early as the fifteenth century, including the restoration of the Roman
aqueduct in Segovia, through which water ran normally until fifty years ago; however,
more recent unsympathetic treatments have threatened this World Heritage Site.! By
the early nineteenth century, ideas and actions related to heritage conservation de-
veloped amongst Spain’s cultural establishment, as the romantic period of the 1830s
inspired a general interest in Spain’s history. The conservation-minded magazine El
Artista was founded in 1835, and soon after the Academia de San Fernando began to
protect convents and monasteries. This led to a series of government orders and lists for
protection in 1836; in 1844 the first government commission was established to prepare
inventories and evaluate the national cultural heritage. By midcentury, restoration activ-
ities, especially those addressing the country’s numerous medieval monuments, began.
Major restoration work was conducted at the Alhambra Palace in Granada, the Giralda
bell tower in Seville, and the cathedrals at Le6n and Burgos.?

During this early period of conservation in the nineteenth century, efforts focused
on historiography and inventories, and approaches followed French models of conserva-
tion.’ Eugéne Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc’s theories advocating restoration to complete
or extend the original style by removing or altering later additions were especially in
vogue. Several cathedrals were restored according to such “unity of style” precepts, in-
cluding San Vicente in Avila and San Martin in Frémista. Spain’s principal restoration
architect at that time, Juan Batista Ldzaro, was a proponent of such theories; his writ-
ings emphasized the historical importance of each building and criticized formalism in
restoration.*

While Viollet-le-Duc’s philosophies were avidly followed in conservation projects,
ideas emerging from elsewhere in Europe began to be explored as well. By the 1920s
there was strong debate in Spain between the schools of conservators and restorers. With
the appointment of Leopoldo Torres Balbds as conservator of the Alhambra in 1923, the
reliance on modern criteria favoring conservation rather than restoration developed.’
Balbis claimed that modern conservation and repair efforts must always be distinguish-
able from the original work.

The republican government adopted this new direction as the national approach to
heritage conservation, which led to a series of new laws to protect architectural patri-
mony. While there had been a number of previous laws devised to protect archaeologi-
cal sites from pillage, Spain’s key cultural heritage protection legislation was passed in
1933, and it embraced modern ideas of conservation.® This National Artistic Patrimony
Law protected immovable and movable objects of artistic, archaeological, paleontologi-
cal, or historical interest, and it served as the guiding principle for Spanish conservation
projects for half a century. To be protected, objects had to be at least one hundred years
old or display indisputable artistic or historic value. This law, in combination with sub-
sequent decrees, binds the owner of historic properties to repair, maintain, and open the
property to the public for visits on given days. Additionally, limits are placed on sales and
exportation of the protected cultural property and its features.’

Under the auspices of the National Artistic Patrimony Law of 1933, many of the
country’s fortified castles, monasteries, and convents were converted into hotel facilities
known as paradores. Such adaptive reuse resulted in the salvation of numerous proper-
ties and has served ever since as a hallmark of Spain’s innovative approaches toward
heritage conservation.®

Since Spain’s transition to democracy in the late 1970s, radical changes have oc-
curred in the policies and practices of cultural heritage conservation. Beginning with
the new constitution of 197§, the Spanish government has increasingly decentralized



Paradores and Pousadas

Spain's innovative parador concept for adaptive use

of monasteries, castles, and convents, in which these
facilities are converted into guest lodging and hotels,
emerged in the 1930s because of parallel needs to find
viable new uses for these buildings, provide a network
of hotel facilities throughout the country, and to pro-
mote tourism in Spain. Since then, this specialized type
of state owned heritage hotel system has been oper-
ated through the Paradores de Turismo de Espafia S.A.
Most structures are located in small rural towns without
adequate tourist facilities. In the 1930s and 1940s, their
existence formed the basis of innovative and successful
tourism development schemes. The first parador was
not a rehabilitated structure, rather a new building that
opened in 1928 in the Sierra de Gredos region. How-
ever, in 1930, a ruined palace in Oropresa gave rise to
the idea of converting historical monuments into hotels
to retain their value and provide necessary tourism ame-
nities. The conversion of these properties incorporated
appropriate interior decorating schemes and helped
maintain regional traditions of art and folklore. This
project inspired numerous others, and today Spain has a

network of unique guest facilities to accommodate both
national and international clientele.

Portugal's pousada program, run by Empresa Nacional

de Turismo (ENATUR), similarly began as a way to boost
tourism in areas that lacked proper facilities. It is an im-
portant factor in growth of the national tourism industry,
which is now Portugal's second largest source of income.
Unlike in Spain, the pousadas are not state owned; how-
ever, the state provides restoration grants to historic prop-
erty owners if they agree to open rooms to guests once
renovation is complete.

The accommodation of additions, parking facilities, and
swimming pools has posed problems at some sites, espe-
cially tightly constricted ones with special design and ame-
nity requirements. Nevertheless, the parador and pousada
systems have accomplished many goals, and they have
inspired similar schemes elsewhere, including the French-
initiated international country estate hotel network, Relais
et Chateaux. Spanish paradores and Portuguese pousadas
remain popular tourist attractions today, and they provide
visitors the opportunity to enjoy luxury hotel facilities in
historic buildings that may date to the fifteenth century.

through the formation of seventeen autonomous communities, to which a variety of
responsibilities have been transferred. Each autonomous community has a different in-
ternal structure and level of autonomy based on separately negotiated statutes with the
central government. Cultural affairs, including heritage protection, is one aspect of
governance over which these separate regions have in many cases assumed control and
established their own laws, policies, and agencies.

Most of the autonomous communities have ministries or departments of culture,
which have purview over cultural heritage concerns. For example, the Directorate Gen-
eral of Cultural Assets within the Ministry of Culture of the Andalusian Autonomous
Government (Junta de Andalucia) is responsible for protection, conservation, research,
and dissemination of information about the region’s architectural and urban heritage.
The Directorate General houses the Instituto Andaluz del Patrimonio Histérico (Anda-
lusian Historical Heritage Institute, IAPH), which offers technical advice and training
in conservation and restoration as well as prepares plans for and carries out projects.’
The Institute’s headquarters since 1992 have been in a fourteenth-century monastery
complex on La Cartuja island on the Guadalquiver river at Seville. The monastic com-
plex had been used as a ceramics factory from the mid-nineteenth-century until 1982,
but it was thoroughly rehabilitated in the 1990s by the Andalusian government.

Other autonomous communities have taken a different approach. In Valencia, in ad-
dition to direct involvement in inventorying and conservation project implementation
through its Direccién General de Patrimonio Cultural (General Directorate of Cultural
Heritage) of its Department of Culture and Sport, the regional government established
La Luz de las Imagenes (Light of the Images) in 1999 as an independently run founda-
tion responsible for the conservation of the region’s artistic and architectural heritage.
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The government of Valencia supports La Luz de las Imagenes financially and guides it
in collaboration with other key regional institutions through a trust. In 2009 in recogni-
tion of a decade of successful conservation of thousands of objects at nearly fifty sites,
ranging from elaborate cathedrals to rural structures, La Luz de las Iméigenes received
the European Union/Europa Nostra Dedicated Service award.

Despite this decentralization, the Spanish central government is still responsible for
the countrywide catalog of protected buildings and sites and plays a significant role in
architectural conservation throughout the country, especially because the majority of
Spain’s key historic places are state owned and state funded.! Two General Directorates
of the Ministry of Culture administer these tasks, including the Subdireccién General
de Proteccion del Patrimonio Histérico (General Directorate of Protection of Histori-
cal Heritage), which oversees the legal framework, evaluates sites, and coordinates with
the autonomous communities and international organizations. As necessary, architects,
conservators, and other specialists of the Instituto del Patrimonio Cultural (Institute of
Cultural Heritage) administer conservation projects at listed historic sites and have suc-
cessfully conserved entire towns, industrial sites, and archaeological areas.

In 1985 a new law on Spanish Historical Heritage extended the protection and poli-
cies of the fifty-year-old legislation."! The new law protects and promotes properties of
historical, artistic, scientific, or technical value reflecting Spain’s contribution to world
culture. It is around this concept that the basic measures of the law are structured and
define intervention techniques. The law also defines illegal exportation of historic ob-
jects, provides financing to aid in protection and use regulation, and promotes public
accessibility to sites to facilitate a greater understanding of heritage.!

The 1985 heritage law also more broadly defines cultural heritage to include not
only movable and immovable historic property in general, but specifically museums
and state-owned archives and libraries with document and bibliographic collections as
well as archaeological and ethnographic objects. This enabled legal protection of nu-
merous previously unprotected sites, including the archaeological complex of Guayad-
eque on the Canary Islands.” In 1986, after the government of Guayadeque developed
and proposed a plan that included aspects of conservation, land use, and development,
the sites comprising the complex were designated as a zona arqueologica (archaeologi-
cal zone). The first stage of the Guayadeque site-protection program entailed fieldwork
and analysis to understand the history and significance of the sites; a second stage en-
compassed conservation work and installation of a visitor center.'*

Changes in legislation as well as in theory and practice have allowed Spain to widen
its heritage conservation approach from focusing on specific buildings to focusing on
districts and whole urban areas. The 1985 law allowed for protection of groups of build-
ings through designation, and 1992 land-use laws implemented planning mechanisms
to protect these districts by requiring municipal councils to prepare special plans to
maintain the character of each historic site or district. The law allows for programs to
be developed between the national government, the autonomous regions, and the mu-
nicipalities to provide funding, and it also gives municipal councils the responsibility of
approving new developments.!®

PORTUGUESE CONSERVATION POLICIES

Portugal’s first move toward protecting its cultural heritage was taken in 1727, when the
Royal Academy of History was assigned the task of protecting buildings of value from de-
struction. This mandate, unfortunately, was never put into practice, and many physical
links to history were irretrievably lost. It was not until two centuries later, in 1932, that
legislation in Portugal was passed allowing immovable property that represented “na-
tional values” or “public interest” to be designated a national monument and thereby



Figure 5-2 The Pousada Tavira
Convento de Senora Graga in Portugal
is representative of one of the Iberian
Peninsula’'s major contributions to
architectural conservation and the
history of tourism: reuse of redundant
castles, monasteries, and palaces
through their conversion to hotels
and guest facilities. The creation of
paradores in Spain since the 1930s
derived from the country’s needs for a
national quality hotel system.

to be protected and conserved.!® In 1949, the scope of protection expanded to include
properties of local value.

As in Spain in the 1930s and 1940s, a national hotel network was created by convert-
ing castles, monasteries, and convents into pousadas, which would be available as tourist
accommodations. Restoration grants are offered by the government to property owners
who want to restore their historic buildings, provided they open the property to overnight
guests.!” This program continues today as a key component of Portugal’s hospitality indus-
try, and it has become an important factor in making tourism a major income generator
for the country.”® Historically significant buildings such as this benefit from sensitive re-
use, and the economic benefits of tourism are spread into the countryside.

In 1976 a broader definition of Portuguese cultural property was codified, and both
natural and human-made sites of cultural, scientific, technical, ecological, or other val-
ues were protected. The phrase “other values” opened this new definition to wide inter-
pretation, rendering the law applicable to many site types. As applied by the Ministry of
Culture, Portuguese law enables anyone to propose an immovable object for designa-
tion, though the owner’s opinion must be sought. If a property is considered ineligible
for national level classification, it could still be registered as a site of “local value.”

In 1992 the government created the Instituto Portugués do Patriménio Arquitec-
ténico (Portuguese Institute of Architectural Patrimony and Archaeology, or IPPAR)
within the Ministry of Culture to safeguard and promote designated properties. The
Institute’s duties included identifying properties through documentation and conserva-
tion activities and promoting the designation process by establishing conservation zones
and the widening of criteria for site protection. Five years later, the Ministry of Culture
launched a new Inventory of the Cultural Heritage, charging IPPAR and its parallel
organizations—the Portuguese Institute of Archaeology (IPA), the National Library, the
National Archive Institute, and the Portuguese Institute of Museums—to coordinate
and integrate their efforts at documenting the country’s vast heritage.

In 2007 the IPPAR and IPA merged to form the Instituto de Gestio do Patrimé-
nio Arquitecténico e Arqueoldgico (IGESPAR; Management Institute of Architectural
and Archaeological Heritage), which has also taken on some of the responsibilities of
the former Directorate General for National Buildings and Monuments.”” IGESPAR
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includes departments for safeguarding; for inventorying, studying, and disseminating
information; and for projects and works. It also has management and research divi-
sions dedicated to specific historic sites, including a convent, three monasteries, three
churches, and the Coéa Valley Archacological Park.

IGESPAR nominates sites for designation as Portuguese national monuments, and
if its advisory council agrees, the application is forwarded to the Minister of Culture
for approval. The designation process also involves the preparation of supporting docu-
mentation, mandatory hearings with owners and local authorities, and the publication
of information about the building or site. The separate IPPAR and IPA inventories are
being merged, and today there are thousands of inventoried sites and buildings but only
about 800 designated national monuments in Portugal.

The Ministry of Culture’s protection mechanisms for designated properties include
required maintenance, prior notice and approval for structural modifications, required
notice of significant deterioration, and protection against full or partial demolition. If any
modifications are made without prior authorization, the government may legally seize the
property. Portuguese treatment of a designated national monument’s surrounding area is
similar to France’s: restricted fifty-meter protective zones surround designated structures,
and a permit is needed for any construction or modification within that area.?! In certain
cases, extended Special Protection Zones surround designated national monuments.

INTERNATIONAL AND PRIVATE PARTICIPATION AND RECENT
REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS

Spanish heritage sites became globally recognized for their important histories soon after
the country joined UNESCO at the relatively late date of 1982. Today, forty-one sites have
been designated, making Spain’s inventory one of the largest in the world. Spain’s sites
on the World Heritage List include Paleolithic caves and paintings, Roman ruins, Gothic
cathedrals, royal palaces, castles, Islamic sites, monasteries, natural sites, and modern ar-
chitecture. In 1993 Spain’s eleven UNESCO designated cities formed the Association
of World Heritage Cities of Spain to defend their common interests, study solutions to
shared problems, and carry out social and tourist promotion for their common benefit.?2

Thirteen sites in Portugal have been added to the World Heritage List, including
monasteries, historic cities, and archaeological areas. The richly layered World Heritage
City of Porto has long been recognized for its careful integration of social and economic
revitalization with high-quality urban conservation. Initiatives began in isolated neigh-
borhoods in the 1970s but quickly spread throughout the city’s historic center. In 2001
the wine-producing region of Alto Douro, famous for its port wine, was recognized as a
cultural landscape, reflecting the heritage conservation field’s continued maturation and
embracing of new concepts. Over the course of centuries, landholders have modified the
landscape, introducing terraces, villages, chapels, roads, highways, and railways.

Private initiatives for architectural heritage protection in Spain date to the founding
in 1952 of the Spanish Association of Friends of Castles, which has worked to educate
the public about the importance of preserving architectural patrimony. This association
protects, preserves, restores, and refurbishes examples of Spanish military architecture
and stimulates interest in the study and promotion of this heritage by organizing con-
ferences, lectures, excursions, courses, and exhibitions and by publishing a scientific
review containing news, articles, and reports on various castles.?’

Other Spanish organizations and institutions active in architectural conservation
include Hispania Nostra, ICOMOS Spain, and the Polytechnic University of Valen-
cia. Hispania Nostra was founded in 1976 following the European Heritage Year, and
since then it has been organizing conferences and courses and publishing, including
the journal Cultural Heritage and the Law, first issued in 1997.%* Hispania Nostra also



Figure 5-3 The Alto Douro region

in northern Portugal has produced
wine for over two thousand years,
creating a specific topographical,
social, and economic environment
that demonstrates the evolution of
wine-making over most of Europe’s
history. In 2001, the region was added
to UNESCO's World Heritage List as a
cultural landscape.

Figure 5-4 As with the nearby Tower
of Belém, which served as a pilot
project, the cloister of the sixteenth-
century Jéronimos Monastery on

the outskirts of Lisbon was restored
in an international partnership led

by the World Monuments Fund in
Portugal in cooperation with the
Portuguese Institute of Architectural
Patrimony and Archaeology (IPPAR).
Its uniquely Portuguese Manueline-
style, named for King Manuel I,
reflects its construction at the height
of Portuguese maritime power. The
project, including a ten-month study
of the cloister and its conservation
needs, mainly entailed stone cleaning
and repointing (illustrated) and was
completed in 2001.

maintains a Heritage Red List of Spanish sites in danger. Since 1985 the Department
for Conservation and Restoration of Cultural Property at the Polytechnic University of
Valencia has been a leader in research and the training professionals as well as in form-

ing international partnerships.

Large conservation projects in Portugal have been made possible by linking gov-
ernment efforts with private donors, international organizations, and banks. Among
the most active private organizations has been the World Monuments Fund in Portu-
gal (WMF in Portugal), which has operated often in partnership with IPPAR, private
investors, and other not-for-profit organizations. Their 1988 inaugural project, the
cleaning and exterior conservation work on the Tower of Belém in Lisbon’s outer
harbor, received an European Union/Europa Nostra award in 1999.2 The Tower,
completed in 1520 to help protect the port of Lisbon, is one of the city’s most recog-
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Figure 5-5 The fifteenth-century
Mudejar style templete (small temple)
and its surrounding garden within the
old cloister of the Royal Monastery

of Guadalupe in Extremadura,

Spain, were restored in a tripartite
international technical and financial
partnership. Due to the nature of the
templete's design and the function of
its various exterior surfaces, the top
half of the structure was substantially
restored to better protect the masonry
and stucco structure from precipitation,
while the better protected and carved
stucco surfaces on the structure’s
lower half were simply stabilized and
conserved.
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nizable landmarks and a symbol of the golden age of Portuguese culture and maritime
exploration.?

The Spanish affiliate of WMF has also been active since its founding in 1992 after
a decade of prior work in Toledo and other parts of Spain. One of WMF’s most impor-
tant completed projects in Spain was the conservation of the fourteenth-century clois-
ter at the Royal Monastery at Guadalupe in the autonomous community of Extremad-
ura. Built by Alfonso XI, the monastery was the location where Ferdinand and Isabella
finalized the contract with Christopher Columbus to explore the New World.*” The
conservation of the templete (small temple), located within the complex’s Mudejar
cloister, was undertaken by WMF and its affiliate WMF Spain.”® Three important
aspects guided the completion of this project: enlargement of the scope of work from
the original plan to restore the templete and its surrounding garden to including all
the cloister’s visible surfaces, accommodation of all interested parties to allow work to
be divided into tasks and managed more easily, and institution of a one-year deadline
to ensure restoration would be complete for the Columbus Quincentenary in 1992.
The Spanish Ministry of Culture and WMF jointly completed the templete and gar-
den restoration projects, while Extremadura’s General Directorate for Cultural Heri-
tage conserved the cloister walls.




Architectural Conservation Education at European Universities

The responsibility of looking after Europe's rich architec-
tural heritage is immense and requires a broad range of
professional talent. In the past century, numerous Euro-
pean countries have made outstanding achievements in
the field of education in art and architectural conservation,
and the activities of these programs are increasingly inter-
active.

The Polytechnic University of Valencia (UPV) in Spain
hosts the Forum UNESCO-University and Heritage pro-
gram, which was launched in 1995 and is jointly run by
UPV and UNESCQO's World Heritage Center. The program
has created an informal network of university professors
and students as well as other professionals concerned with
architectural conservation. The network achieves its goals
of disseminating information and encouraging links and
exchanges between countries and between practitioners
and academics in part by organizing annual international
seminars on changing themes hosted by different universi-
ties around the world. Universities officially affiliated with
the Forum UNESCO-University and Heritage program can
be found in France, Italy, and the Netherlands as well as in
Australia, Iran, the United States, and Senegal. In addition,
the network has over 1,800 individual affiliated members
from 114 countries, 75 percent of which are from Europe
and the Americas.?

Advanced training for architectural conservation practice
has a long history in Europe, and one of the earliest pro-
grams founded was the French Ecole de Chaillot (Chaillot
School), which was established in Paris in 1887 and has
existed under a number of different names the past 130
years. Today it offers a two-year program for architects
specializing in restoration and conservation as well as
shorter nondegree courses in aspects of architectural heri-
tage, and it remains among most competitive conservation
graduate programs in the world.*° Its comprehensive pro-
gram covers the conservation of urban and rural structures
and human-made landscapes from all historical periods as
well as planning and legal aspects of heritage protection.
In addition to training French professionals, the Ecole de
Chaillot has partnered with other educational institutions
worldwide to offer conservation training in international
locations including Tongji, China; Damascus, Syria; Bucha-
rest, Romania; and Angkor, Cambodia.

In Italy the study of architectural restoration and conserva-
tion at the university level was introduced during the inter-

war period by Gustavo Giovannoni and others, and today
the country's heritage conservation education network in-
cludes state-supported training institutions located in Rome,
Florence, Milan, Naples, and Venice, as well as a variety of
postgraduate and doctoral conservation programs.

In Europe the extensive urban destruction of the Second
World War contributed to a widespread interest in the
postwar period in more training opportunities for archi-
tects and craftspeople in architectural conservation and
restoration. Beginning in the 1960s, universities across Eu-
rope began establishing graduate-level courses in the field,
and some of the earliest and continuing leaders in the field
include Middle East Technical University in Turkey, Uni-
versity of York in England, and Catholic University of Leu-
ven in Belgium. Today these countries, as well as others,
notably including Netherlands, Germany, Slovakia, and
the Czech Republic, continue to host a network of high-
quality graduate programs for the study of architectural
conservation. In the United Kingdom, for example, there
are fourteen graduate programs in conservation today,
which vary in their organization and emphasis, and half of
which are located within schools of architecture.?'

During the 1990s, many European training programs in
architectural conservation also initiated specialist courses,
and today's classroom lectures are often complemented
by apprenticeships in traditional arts (stonemasonry, etc.)
which have often been inspired by the French compa-
gnonnage teaching method, wherein a master imparts
traditional trade skills to apprentices during practical
fieldwork. In addition to mastering time-proven methods,
today’s students also benefit from contemporary scientific
advances. Increasingly, across Europe, introduction to ar-
chitectural conservation practice is included in the regular
education of all architecture students. This is in response
to the fact that a large percentage of architectural work in
Europe involves existing structures.

With the signing of the Bologna Accord in 1999, named
for the University of Bologna where the idea originated,
higher education across Europe is becoming increasingly
coordinated to ensure similar standards and compatibility
among degrees. The original accord had twenty-nine sig-
natories, but has since expanded to include forty-seven
participating countries. As education systems in these Eu-
ropean countries adjust to what is known as the Bologna
Process, architectural conservation centers that are not

(continued)
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Figure 5-6 As a solution to
overvisitation to Altamira Cave in
northern Spain, a facsimile of the
18,500-to-14,000 year-old cave's
interior surfaces, including its art
representations of mammals and
human hands, is offered to most

visitors. The original caves are closed

to ensure their protection. Getty
Images/Luis Davila 26.4.06.
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Among the most important Spanish conservation projects involving prehistoric sites is
the work being done on Altamira’s cave paintings. They were discovered accidentally in
the mid-nineteenth century and were soon viewed by thousands of people. Visits to the
Paleolithic gallery peaked in 1973, when 177,000 people passed through the cave. Due
to rapid deterioration of the artwork, four years later, the Altamira cave was closed to the
public temporarily to allow experts to decide on proper environmental conditions for the
cave and to determine how many visitors it could safely sustain. In 1982 the cave was
reopened to only 8,500 people per year—about thirty-five people per day. Many peak-sea-
son appointments were booked years in advance. To make the artwork of the caves more
widely accessible, a full-scale replica was revealed in 2001. It utilizes cutting-edge modern
technology, including the use of photogrammetry, to present three-dimensional paintings
and recreate wall and ceiling contours.’ Since the opening of the replica, the original
Altamira cave paintings have been closed to public visitation for conservation purposes.




Figure 5-7 Rafael Moneo's award-winning National
Museum of Roman Art in Mérida (a), completed in 1989, is
a model of careful planning and discretion in a new design
for Spain’s most famous ancient Roman site. Moneo is a
leader among several well-known European and American
architects who have made a specialty of blending new with
old architecture. His conference center for the City of Toledo
solved an especially difficult problem of inserting a necessarily
large building near the medieval town's center, which he
adroitly and somewhat controversially accomplished by
placing it alongside the town'’s citadel wall (b). Figure 5-7b

courtesy of Pablo Longoria.

Meérida, the site of the imperial Roman capital of Iberia, is one of Spain’s most
important archaeological sites; it includes a theater, amphitheater, circus, triumphal
arch, a temple, bridges, tombs, and multiple aqueducts. The site has been painstakingly
conserved over the course of the twentieth century, and its theater was substantially
reconstructed using the anastylosis method. Mérida’s sixty-four arched Roman bridge
over the Guadiana River still served as the principle entrance into the city until the
city’s Roman sites were inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1993 and a new bridge
was constructed. Mérida’s extensive and exceptional Roman remains were also carefully
conserved and presented in the 1980s through the award-winning National Museum of
Roman Art, designed by renowned Spanish architect Rafael Moneo. Through details,
forms, and plans reminiscent of ancient Roman architecture, Moneo’s museum partially
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incorporates Roman remains and is a sensitive and harmonious design for displaying
artifacts and interpreting the site’s history.

Spain’s most impressive accomplishments in urban conservation have been the
protection, preservation, and revitalization of whole historic towns such as Santiago
de Compostela, Toledo, and Salamanca. For example, mechanisms for protecting
and rehabilitating Santiago de Compostela, a UNESCO World Heritage Site, have
included a general plan approved in 1988 and a supplemental plan in 1997. The key
provisions of the plans called for the protection of valuable buildings while allowing
for flexibility, rehabilitation of functions with the encouragement of economic and
institutional uses, improvement of housing conditions through reuse of structures,
and redevelopment of the environment for pedestrian use. Santiago de Compostela
also developed a special heritage agency to coordinate efforts between its three levels
of government, the University of Santiago de Compostela, and the Catholic Church.
This organization has had significant success and has returned economic and social
activity to the historic center, providing a positive example for other Spanish heritage
cities.”®

One of Portugal’s most important recent urban conservation projects was the recon-
struction of the Chiado district in Lisbon, the country’s capital city, following a devas-
tating fire in 1988. Lisbon had been devastated once before, in 1755, after a massive
earthquake, which was followed by a tidal wave and fires. At that time, dozens of the
city’s churches, as well as its royal palace and recently constructed opera house were
destroyed. Swift, massive, and highly effective reconstruction and recovery efforts were
organized by the Marques de Pombral. Within a year the debris had been cleared and
unplanned rebuilding had been prohibited; the Marques de Pombral’s plan guided con-
struction in the city until the nineteenth century.*

After the 1988 fire, local citizens requested that the district be restored to its historic
eighteenth-century appearance, and the challenge was given to Portuguese architect
Alvaro Siza, whose urban design scheme embraced the basic principles of the Marques
de Pombral’s earlier plan.”” This precedent provided Siza with a strong justification to
refuse the requests of modern building owners and their architects lobbying for signifi-
cant changes. Siza called for the restoring of all facades according to their original de-
sign. Original building heights and floor levels were to be maintained, but owners could
design their own interiors and create their own structural frames behind the facade.

To once again make the district suitable for living, a residential environment was
fostered with the inclusion of cultural and leisure activities, a new metro station and
pedestrian access to other parts of the city.*® Siza both enhanced and revitalized the
Chiado district through the addition of shops, restaurants, and cultural institutions.
Two rundown department stores, the Grandella and Chiado buildings, were trans-
formed: one became a hotel, and the other now holds a mixture of offices, shops, and
a cultural center. The addition of a shopping street and creation of public courtyard
has made Chiado a part of public city life. In 1989, Siza’s flexible guidelines for the
reconstruction were supported by the government, which saw them as a test for other
future redevelopments.

The local government of the Portuguese city of Evora has taken a proactive stance in
ensuring the city’s position as culturally important. On the UNESCO World Heritage
List, Evora has an unusually broad base of historic sites, in terms of quantity as well as
age. In the plains surrounding the city are Paleolithic remains and megalithic monu-
ments. Surviving Roman sites include the city walls and the ruins of a forum and baths.
The largest concentration of historic architecture in Evora dates from the sixteenth
century, when the Portuguese royalty moved the seat of power there. At this time, great
buildings, universities, and convents were built, which fortunately were untouched by
the industrial development of the city.”



Figure 5-8 Plans directed by

the Marques de Pombral required
rebuilding the Chiado district

after Lisbon's major earthquake

of 1755, including retention and
reconstruction of collapsed facades
to their prior appearance. A similar
effort was required nearly two-and-
half centuries later after a fire in

the same neighborhood in 1988.
Design guidelines developed at that
time by architect Alvaro Siza for
rebuilding the Chiado district required
strict restoration of the damaged
facades, but a flexible approach

to modernizing the interiors of the
historic buildings.

To preserve its built historic fabric, the city of Evora developed the first conser-
vation-oriented municipal master plan in Portugal in 1978, which clearly outlined
priorities for intervention.?® The plan’s proposals were discussed with the citizens to
identify appropriate sites for improvement and restoration projects. Those projects
most important to the public, such as housing and sanitation, were given priority
status. Conservation interventions were delayed, which allowed studies to be done,
best methods to be researched, and a detailed inventory of artwork, sites, and monu-
ments to be undertaken prior to any action. Acknowledging that the 1986 designation
as a World Heritage Site would lead to increased tourism, the city sought solutions
for control of tourist activities. By maintaining a gradual pace of slowly completing
large-scale projects, the city’s population and resources have been able to adapt.”

Due to its positive approach to tourism and conservation of its heritage sites, Evo-
ra was selected to host the Fourth International Symposium of the Organization of
World Heritage Cities in 1997. Mayors and representatives from seventy historic cities
traveled to Evora to discuss solutions for improving the quality of life, access to social
services, and maintenance of an adequate infrastructure in historic cities. Conference
discussion centered on the need for tourism to be managed, controlled, and guided
by the local city administrators.* Evora’s leadership in sustained tourism, conserva-
tion, public awareness, and partnerships between the city government and the citizens
provided an example of how historic cities can embrace their heritage and maintain
their resources.
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Figure 5-9 The stabilized stone
facade of the Mater Dei church in
Macao, constructed at the turn of
the seventeenth century as part of a
now lost Jesuit college complex, is a
component of the Portuguese legacy
in the first European settlement in the
Far East. After the expulsion of the
Jesuits and a devastating fire in 1835,
only the ruins of the steps and facade
remained. A restoration project in the
early 1990s stabilized the facade's
structural condition and featured the
church's foundations.
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SPANISH AND PORTUGUESE CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE TO
FORMER COLONIES

In the fifteenth century, as a result of their exploration of foreign lands, Spain and
Portugal became two of the wealthiest kingdoms in the world. While Spanish-funded
explorers introduced the Americas to European traders and colonists, Portuguese ships
discovered Atlantic islands, explored the African coast, and opened a lucrative trade
passage to Asia. Spain colonized the New World with numerous missions and fortified
towns that are still extant throughout much of Latin America today. Portuguese colonial
holdings extended from Brazil to Mozambique to India and Bahrain, and some of Por-
tugal’s settlements and fortifications date to the sixteenth century.

Both Spain and Portugal have participated in the conservation of colonial and in-
digenous heritage in the disparate parts of the world they once controlled. Some of
Portugal’s most impressive overseas cultural resources can be found in Macao, which
was colonized in 1557 and served as an important Asian trade link. This island in the
South China Sea was the first European settlement in the Far East; its colonists lived
an Iberian lifestyle in grand houses, churches, and forts. Since China began governing
Macao in 1999, Portugal has focused on conserving its historic resources to ensure they
will not be diminished by modern development pressures.

The Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation is a particularly notable private organization
that has generously supported the restoration and conservation of Portuguese heritage
abroad, at sites ranging from castles on the east and west African coasts to Portuguese




Figure 5-10 The Patrimonitos en
Avila was organized by Spanish youth
to help preserve and present the

city of Avila's architectural heritage;
the program has been so successful
since its founding in 2007 that it was
replicated elsewhere in Spain, and it
inspired an international initiative of the
same name currently being developed
by UNESCO World Heritage Center
in several other countries. Courtesy of
Rosa Ruiz, Patrimonitos en Avila.

colonial buildings in India and Brazil. The Foundation’s mission includes promoting
Portuguese culture abroad through education, publications, and arts sponsorship, as
well as heritage conservation.

In 1984 Spain established the Program of Heritage Conservation in Latin America
to ensure the future of former Spanish colonial cultural sites and monuments in the
Americas. Over 250 cities were established by the Spanish in their first century in
the Americas, and many of these have expanded to become important modern urban
centers over the centuries with deteriorated historic cores. The Spanish program gives
financial and educational support to projects backed by local government heritage
conservation institutions, which are expected to provide half of project financing. The
Spanish program emphasizes revitalization of historic centers, restoration of cultural
heritage, and training and education. Projects in historic urban centers require a mas-
ter plan that defines the area’s conservation actions and regulations and creates a lo-
cal office to manage the project. Since 1999, more than twenty historic centers have
instituted revitalization plans encompassing over thirty individual projects, and over
forty projects have been completed outside of the historic cores. A total of eighteen
Latin American countries have taken part in these conservation projects with the help
of Spanish funding initiatives."

In a similar initiative to the Program of Heritage Conservation in Latin America, the
Spanish government made a sizeable donation to UNESCO’s World Heritage Center in
2002 for architectural and urban conservation projects in Latin America and the Caribbe-
an. Through the Spanish Funds-in-Trust, the World Heritage Center has spent €600,000
annually on projects that encourage community participation and on supporting the nom-
inations of sites in the Americas to the World Heritage List.*

Another innovative Spanish initiative active throughout Latin America is the Es-
cuela Taller (Workshop School) program, established in 1984 by Spain’s National In-
stitute of Employment and the European Social Fund to create job opportunities and
provide training in traditional trades for Spanish youth.* The program was extended to
Latin America in 1995. By 1999 it had twenty-seven workshop schools active in sixteen
countries and had trained over three-thousand young people in the conservation of his-
toric building fabric. Experience has proven that proper supervision of Escuelas Taller
workforces is important, especially at the more technically challenging conservation
projects where quality control is crucial.

Expanding upon this concept with a service that more specifically benefits Spain’s ar-
chitectural heritage is the Patrimonito youth program that began in Avila in 2007. Young
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Figure 5-11 In 1980, the city of
Barcelona reconstructed the Barcelona
Pavilion, one of the most influential
and iconic interwar buildings, which
was designed by Ludwig Mies van der
Rohe. The original Barcelona Pavilion
was a temporary structure built as part
of the German exhibits at the 1929
International Exposition.
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people in their teens and older are trained in proving services ranging from maintenance
and repair to interpretation at architectural heritage sites. The program that is endorsed
by Avila’s town council proved so successful, it was noticed by the UNESCO World Heri-
tage Center, and the name and system is currently being applied to similar UNESCO-led
initiatives in several other countries.

CURRENT ISSUES AND CHALLENGES

Despite these recent conservation successes, architectural conservationists in Spain and
Portugal continue to be challenged by threats, especially development pressures in and
around the peninsula’s historic cities. For example, a 2006 Municipal Development Plan
in Toledo calls for new construction in the protective zone surrounding the World Heri-
tage City’s historic center, and a proposed Cesar Pelli skyscraper threatens to irrevocably
alter the skyline of Seville.** In Barcelona, planned construction of an underground tun-
nel for a high-speed train has professionals and citizens concerned for the future stability
of Antonio Gaudf’s masterpiece, the Sagrada Familia. Construction for the proposed tun-
nel will pass within a few meters of the church’s foundations, and the planned mitigat-
ing concrete buffer wall has not satisfied those concerned as there has been inadequate
research on the effects of the tunnel’s construction or the vibrations of the passing trains
on the massive church.¥ Despite these fears and proposed alternate routes for the train,
the Spanish government approved the construction proposal in 2008.

In Spain, theoretical concepts for conservation have greatly evolved over the past twen-
ty-five years. For example, today there is almost no blending of original fabric with new
construction and no mimicry. A notable exception was the reconstruction of Ludwig Mies
van der Rohe’s Barcelona Pavilion, which had originally been built as part of a temporary
international exhibition in 1929 and was disassembled the following year. In 1980 the
urban planning department of the city of Barcelona initiated a project for the pavilion’s re-
construction, which was carried out between 1983 and 1986 under the direction of Ignasi
de Sola-Morales, Cristian Cirici, and Fernando Ramos.* This exception to the general




disapproval of the reconstruction of lost heritage was justified by the city of Barcelona
based on the building’s potential for education and tourism.

Theoretically, it has been accepted that any intervention is a work of new architecture,
and practitioners have recognized both the need for documentation and the cross-disciplin-
ary nature of the work." It seems that the polemics at the turn of the twenty-first century
between restorers and conservators have found a way to coexist in modern Spanish archi-
tectural heritage conservation projects. Other major, recent changes in Spanish conserva-
tion practice include the involvement of many professionals in projects rather than just a
few specialists, as well as the involvement of local and regional governments rather than
just the central government. Both of these factors have allowed for a richer diversity of work.

Many architectural marvels built between the eighth and thirteenth centuries un-
der the rule of the Islamic Caliphates have survived until today on the Iberian penin-
sula, particularly in the southern Spanish autonomous community of Andalusia. Few
remnants of Islamic rule remain in Portugal, however, because subsequent Christian
monarchs methodically eradicated traces of their presence. In Spain the most impor-
tant sites have received significant attention. For example, extensive conservation efforts
have been undertaken to retain much of the interior grandeur of La Mezquita, or the
Great Mosque of Cérdoba, whose construction begun in 784 cg, and which was spared
destruction for centuries after conversion into a cathedral in the thirteenth century.®

Perhaps the best-known example of Islamic heritage in Spain is the Alhambra for-
tress and palace situated on a plateau overlooking Granada and built in phases between
the ninth and sixteenth centuries. Its most elaborate architecture and interior decora-
tion are superb examples of the late Andalusian art in the fourteenth century. After de-
cades of conservation work in the nineteenth century, the Alhambra was first protected
as a national, artistic monument in the 1870s by royal decree.

Today the Alhambra is maintained by an in-house conservation department, which
coordinates programs focused on conservation, restoration, and archaeology as well as
on ecology and biodiversity.*’ The restoration program includes the monument main-
tenance shop, where experts in masonry, wood, ceramics, paper, painting, and other
materials care for the building complex, its collections, and its extensive gardens and
grounds. Recent projects have included the conservation of the polychromatic domes of
the Hall of Kings, including the removal of nineteenth-century alterations. This project,
as well as others, including the conservation of the central basin and sculptures of the
fountain as well as the water system in the Court of Lions, was completed in collabora-
tion with the Andalusian Historical Heritage Institute.

Though the Mosque at Cérdoba and the Alhambra have been protected and preserved
for centuries, most Mudejar heritage in Spain has only come to be widely appreciated
more recently. Although today Spain has embraced Islamic heritage sites and vigorously
promotes them as tourist destinations, some official sources and tour guides remain hesi-
tant to acknowledge the contributions of medieval Muslims to Spanish and European
history, with the view that eight centuries of Islamic rule was an invasion and usurpation.’

Though in the early twentieth century Spain and Portugal fell behind in architec-
tural conservation theory and practice, after political stability returned to these coun-
tries in the 1970s, they quickly established themselves as capable conservation forces
by rapidly embracing new ideas in cultural heritage. Early laws for protection, charters,
and the hosting of numerous conferences such as the First ICOMOS Conference on
the Conservation, Restoration, and Renewal of Areas of Groups of Buildings of Historic
Interest (held in Caceres in 1967) have helped Spain gain a position at the front of the
field. Challenges, however, lie ahead. Critics argue that Spain needs to update its pro-
tection laws, promote heritage further through public outreach programs, and devise
more financial incentives for building owners. While this may be true, recent innovative
projects and solutions in both Spain and Portugal have provided some examples of best
practices in architectural conservation that have been noticed across the world.
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Figure 6-1 The Town Hall in Brussels, built in
successive phases over the course of the fifteenth
century, has been subjected to numerous restorations
during its six-hundred-year history, including after
extensive destruction by the French in 1695 and a
century of neglect and deterioration in 1840 (a). The
nineteenth-century restoration of the Town Hall's
facades involved repairs of existing fabric as well as
some inventive embellishment, including the addition
of some three-hundred statues of local notables in
formerly empty niches and the adjustment of those
niches to fit the new sculptures. In the late twentieth
century, the nineteenth-century facade was itself
restored (b). Images courtesy of and copyright Musée
de la Ville de Bruxelles-Hotel de Ville. Figure 6-1b by
Mirjam Devriendt, photographer.



CHAPTER

Belgium, Luxembourg, and

the Netherlands

he geographically linked countries of Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands

share historic, economic, and linguistic ties—yet they have maintained strong,

individual cultural identities. Each country achieved its highest point of finan-
cial and cultural success through foreign trade and advantageous, central geographical
locations in Western Europe. That historic prosperity is visible in the abundance of well-
preserved historic buildings throughout the region.

The architectural conservation tradition in these three countries is analogous to ex-
periences elsewhere in Western Europe, where a heritage consciousness heavily im-
bued with nationalist overtones emerged in the nineteenth century and gradually be-
came more scientific over the course of the twentieth century. While debates about the
relative merits of restoration and conservation have continued in Belgium and the Neth-
erlands for over 150 years, the very small, highly centralized country of Luxembourg did
not even begin to focus on conserving its built heritage until the mid-twentieth century.
Following the disproportionate devastation in these countries during the world wars,
when their central location between France and Germany proved unfortunate, focus on
rebuilding and heritage protection received renewed interest.

The consistent and systematic government concern for architectural conservation
that occurred in Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg in the twentieth century
was firmly rooted in the earlier initiatives that had laid the groundwork for the later
formal protection. In recent decades, each country’s experiences have reflected their
individual nature: in Belgium, government architectural heritage conservation efforts
have typically been multicentered and community focused; in the Netherlands they
have been efficient and involved high-quality design; and in Luxembourg they have
been centralized and oriented towards a broad, European image. Today all three coun-
tries struggle with development pressures and continuing tendencies toward stylistic
restoration, but they have growing conservation communities and ample legislation in
place to protect their heritage.

EARLY CONSERVATION DEBATES IN BELGIUM AND THE
NETHERLANDS

While throughout Europe in the mid-nineteenth century, Eugéne Emmanuel Viollet-
le-Duc’s “unity of style” restoration approach had many adherents, nowhere outside
of France were his ideas adopted so readily, nor held so strongly, as in Belgium and
the Netherlands. These countries joined Viollet-le-Duc’s movement to restore national
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monuments in the late 1850s, as news of his works and ideas filtered into their architec-
tural circles.

The spread of stylistic restoration was facilitated in the Netherlands by the Roman
Catholic Church’s many projects and its interest in the neo-Gothic style, following its
official resurgence in the mid-nineteenth century after centuries of suppression since
the Reformation. The neo-Gothic style was also actively promoted by Victor De Stuers,
a member of Parliament who wrote and campaigned for the protection of Dutch heri-
tage. However, it was one particular architect, Pierre Cuypers, a fervent admirer of Vi-
ollet-le-Duc’s, who ensured the primacy of this approach throughout his home country
of the Netherlands on his return from France. Cuypers was equivalent to Great Britain’s
Sir George Gilbert Scott in terms of both his influence in the profession and the sheer
number of buildings he designed and restored. His radical approach often involved the
demolition of all or part of historic churches, and the addition of neo-Gothic replace-
ments.! For example, his work in the 1850s and 1860s on St. Petrus Stoel van Antiochie
in Sittard, St. Servaas in Maastricht, and Munsterkerk in Roermond destroyed their
nonmedieval elements and added new interior decorations and towers. Because church
congregations generally approved of his grandiose embellishments, there was little pro-
test about the destruction involved.

At the same time in Belgium, several prominent restoration projects created fervent
proponents of the stylistic unity approach, such as Jean-Baptiste Bethune, fueled by
Englishman A/ W.N. Pugin’s writings, which promoted both neo-Gothic new architec-
ture as well as detailing in restoration projects. Pugin was particularly popular among
Flemish Catholic architects, who transformed the old city centers of Brussels, Bruges,
and Ghent in imitation of his theories and practices. One of the earliest buildings re-
stored in the “unity of style” approach in Belgium was the fifteenth-century Town Hall
on Brussels’” Grand-Place, whose restored medieval facade was embellished with scores
of neo-Gothic statues in the mid-nineteenth century.

As exposure to the works of Viollet-le-Duc increased, Belgian architects grew even
bolder. Belgium’s most extreme case of a nineteenth-century stylistic restoration was the
Maison du Roi (King’s House) in Brussels. The original thirteenth-century building, a
marketplace bakery, had been wholly subsumed by centuries of rebuilding and addi-
tions. In 1873 the city fathers ordered another restoration, and architect Victor Jamaer
extensively studied the building before beginning his work. His use of all available refer-
ence materials, including city archives and other similar edifices, made this project one
of the first attempts to create a scientific restoration methodology in Belgium. Though
his plans called for the demolition of most of the building and the addition of new tur-
rets and galleries for visual drama, many of the sixteenth-century elements were reused,
and the building’s proportions were unchanged. The new and improved Maison du Roi,
completed in 1878, became the Museum of the City of Brussels.

When attention turned to similar civic structures in the Netherlands, the first serious
debates about such restoration practice began, even though the “unity of style” approach
had been unquestionably applied to churches through most of the nineteenth century.
For the thirteenth-century Ridderzaal (Hall of Knights) in the center of the Binnenhof,
a former seat of government in The Hague and still one of the country’s most important
ceremonial buildings, state architect W. N. Rose designed an iron neo-Gothic ceiling
in the spirit of the original. Reaction was immediate against the proposed destruction of
the “authentic” ceiling to make way for this “whimsical renovation.”? However, despite
a protracted debate among art historians and other scholars, the government supported
Rose’s stylistic restoration.?

Twenty years later, more criticism of restoration practices in the Netherlands
emerged, when a small-town judge, J. ver Loren, publicly questioned the addition of
a staircase turret to a sixteenth-century gate in Hoorn. For the first time, a written case
was made that additions altered a historic structure’s appearance, which compromised



Figure 6-2 After careful study, the
accumulated changes to the Maison
du Roi (King's House) market building
in Brussels (a) were mostly removed
during the building's restoration and
neo-gothic enhancement (b) in the
late 1870s by architect Victor Jamaer
using Viollet-le-Duc's “unity of style”
approach. Image copyright Musée de
la Ville de Bruxelles-Maison du Roi.

its historic integrity.* The debate about the Hoorn gate was published in open letters
in the magazine Kunstbode (Art Messenger).” At about the same time, the British art
historian James Weale openly criticized the attitude of Flemish architects who, he felt,
destroyed or disfigured their heritage rather than preserved as much of the authentic
fabric as possible.

Like Weale, Charles Buls, mayor of Brussels and Belgium’s first theoretician on res-
toration practice, was influenced by art and social critic John Ruskin’s passion for pres-

ervation and careful maintenance of historic buildings. While he criticized restorations
that demolished historic accretions and recreated historic details using Viollet-le-Duc’s
approach, he was not inflexible. He justified the Maison du Roi project by claiming the
removal of the building would alter the scale of the Grand-Place and harm the overall
historic environment. In 1903 Buls published La restauration des monuments anciens
(Restoration of Ancient Monuments), in which he tried to formulate a harmonious posi-
tion between Viollet-le-Duc’s and Ruskin’s opposing viewpoints.® While he promoted
Viollet-le-Duc’s scholastic examination of historic structures, he also advanced Ruskin’s
concept of minimal physical interventions.

Buls made another important contribution to the debate with his classification of
historic structures as either “living” or “dead” monuments based on the ideas of the Bel-
gian Louis Cloquet. For Cloquet, “dead” monuments were important because of their
documentary value and thus should be preserved, while “living” monuments possessed
contemporary uses and therefore should be restored, including the removal of historic
accretions and a return to their original state.” Buls, on the other hand, argued more
along the lines of Viollet-le-Duc: “when treating ‘dead’ monuments: consolidate rather
than restore; and when it comes to ‘living’ monuments, restore rather than rebuild,
rebuild rather than embellish.”® However, it was Cloquet’s views supporting stylistic res-
toration of all but “dead” monuments that were published at the 1904 International
Congress of European and American Architects and that, once again, tipped the scales
Buls had attempted to balance.’
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Figure 6-3 Belgium was caught in the middle of German

and French fighting during World War |, and historic cities

such as Ypres were extensively damaged. In November 1914
Ypres' thirteenth-century Lakenhal, or Cloth Hall, a remarkable
surviving example of medieval civic architecture (a), was set on
fire and completely destroyed (b). Reconstruction of the city
began immediately after the war in 1919. The Lakenhal was
reconstructed from the 1930s through the 1960s by architects J.
Coomans and P. A. Pauwels.

Another classification system was proposed in 1938 by a professor at the University of
Leuven, Canon Raymond Lemaire, who in his La restauration des monuments anciens
(Restoration of Ancient Monuments) characterized the two sides of the debate as maxi-
malists and minimalists."” Recalling Austrian art historian Alois Riegl, Lemaire identi-
fied four classes of monuments based on their values, including use, artistic, historical-
archaeological, and picturesque value, and he argued that any restoration project should
preserve and amplify the specific value attributed to a site."!
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The debate about conservation approaches in Belgium and the Netherlands in the
early twentieth century was also profoundly affected by the destruction of the two world
wars and the postwar rebuilding climates. During the German invasion of Belgium in
1914, historic Leuven was sacked and looted, and its world-renowned library of ancient
manuscripts was burned. Belgium rebuilt Leuven and its other destroyed cities, but
in the heightened emotional postwar context, the government gave little thought to
the theoretical debate over whether to restore or conserve: ruined churches and public
buildings were reconstructed in imitation of their prewar appearances. In 1927 Leuven’s
town center, the university library and the Tafelrond (guild hall) were meticulously
restored, and, where necessary, completely reconstructed.

In response to the predominant “period restoration” approach of the time, in the
Netherlands a new generation of architectural conservationists presented revolution-
ary antirestoration concepts, most notably in the 1917 publication Grondbeginselen
en voorschriften voor het behoud, de herstelling en de uitbreiding van oude bouwwerken
(Principles and Regulations for the Preservation, Restoration, and Extension of Old
Buildings). This publication was sponsored by a private advocacy organization, the Ned-
erlandse Oudheidkundige Bond (Dutch Archaeological League), which was founded
in 1899 and still exists today. Inspired by the works of Ruskin, Morris, and Riegl, the
Grondbeginselen espoused the sanctity of any original structure, which should be pre-
served rather than “creatively” restored. Acceptance of its principles led to the promo-
tion of its principal author, Jan Kalf, to the head of the new Rijksbureau voor de Monu-
mentenzorg (Department for Monument Conservation).

Kalf and the Rijksbureau, however, were soon severely criticized for their work at the
Janskerk in Gouda, one of the first monuments treated according to the new principles.
Kalf and the department supported preserving the historic edifice and its accretions but
also believed that, because earlier architects and craftsman could not be adequately imi-
tated, all new interventions “should not exhibit the forms of an earlier age, and should
be the work of an artist of today.”'? These clearly contemporary additions, revealed a
paradox in the new Rijksbureau methodologies. Cuypers and De Stuers had been de-
monized for creating neo-Gothic additions to Gothic buildings, but there seemed little
difference between their approach and additions of a contemporary design. Both were
“creative” solutions that evolved from an architect’s imagination.

Kalf and his colleagues had imbued the Grondbeginselen with their fervent distaste
for the neo-Gothic and historicism in general and used it to promote International Style
modernism."” The ideological debate they ignited immediately undermined the Rijks-
bureau’s authority and plans for contemporary additions or replacements of unsalvage-
able elements at the Grote Kerk in Breda, the Wijnhuisstoren in Zutphen, and the
Leiden Town Hall were intensely resisted and ultimately abandoned. Traditionalist res-
toration techniques in the manner of Cuypers and De Stuers again led to historicized
recreations and the “scraping” off of historic additions. It is unfortunate that the first
serious Dutch effort to codify respect for the preservation of existing forms and protect
them from damaging and misleading stylistic additions was lost because of Kalf’s parallel
attempt to promote modern artistic principles.

In May 1940 Belgium was again occupied, and its built heritage again suffered,
this time during the war liberation phase, when damage inflicted by the Germans
was compounded by Allied forces air bombardment. Tournai, Mechelen, and Niv-
elles lost much of their historic fabric. As for the furnishings and fittings that adorned
such places, the label movable culture lived up to its name when the German army
retreated laden with art treasures looted from historic sites, private homes, and public
museums. Throughout the war, the efforts of the Royal Commission on Monuments
protected Belgium’s built heritage as best they could, even carrying out some restora-
tion projects. When the British and American armies arrived in Belgium, as well as
in France, Italy, and the Netherlands, they included so-called monuments officers
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whose task it was to locate, secure, and protect works of art and other historic heri-
tage and sometimes to guide repairs to historic structures. Recent publications on the
British and American historians, art historians, and others that comprised the units of
heritage protection officers underscore their often heroic efforts and their fortunate
accomplishments.!*

Belgium again rebuilt, and this time advocates of conservation seemed to over-
come proponents of stylistic restoration. While postwar planners demolished many
damaged historic urban centers, ensembles, and individual monuments, many other
important historic structures were preserved. Although returning the country’s most
significant monuments to their prewar appearance, as had been done after the previ-
ous war, was still important, architects and conservation specialists tried to introduce
more conservative approaches, encouraging consolidation and conservation of as
much original fabric as possible. Paul Coremans, the foremost among this group, also
promoted the use of new technological advances to aid conservation efforts, believing
that restoration methods could be improved by technicians, engineers, and scientists.
Both Coremans and his colleague Paul Philippot ardently defended the principles of
multidisciplinary work and proper training and were devoted to restoration and con-
servation ethics.

Philippot was a proponent of Cesare Brandi’s approach in Italy, which urged respect
for original structures both as historical documents and as aesthetic creations. Brandi
had noted that lacunae (missing elements) disrupted the unity of an image and stood
out aggressively, calling attention to themselves. Thus, filling in these small gaps during
the conservation process should, he felt, be done in such a way as to invert this rela-
tionship and cause the lacuna to recede into the background.” Paul Philippot and his
father, Albert, the chief restorer at Belgium’s Royal Museums of Fine-Arts, effectively
transformed these theories into conservation practice, first using these techniques on
paintings and later when reintegrating losses in three-dimensional objects. In all his
specific suggestions Philippot tried to reduce the visual annoyance caused by lacunae
and “give back to the aesthetic structure the clarity of perception it had lost.”!® The art
conservation problems of lacunae, “retouching,” and conserving patina were all hotly
debated issues in the analogous field of architectural reconstruction in post-World War
II Europe.

One notable postwar reconstruction project that represents these ideas of sensitive
and conservative intervention is the 1964 preservation plan for the thirteenth-century
Great Beguinage of Leuven prepared by Baron Raymond Lemaire, nephew of the Ray-
mond Lemaire who wrote La restauration des monuments anciens. The younger Le-
maire saved as much of the original structures as possible at the Great Beguinage while
also creating modern housing flats for university staff and students. His work resulted in
one of Belgium’s finest examples of postwar adaptive reuse.

Immediately following World War I1, the Dutch also began a comprehensive reex-
amination of their vast collection of historic architectural resources, which revealed the
devastation of entire cities and towns as well as of the country’s ports, its vital means of
trade. The debate over stylistic restoration was again reopened in the Netherlands in the
postwar decades. In some cities, such as the extensively destroyed Rotterdam, Dutch
architects seized the moment as an opportunity to rebuild on what had become a tabula
rasa with modern and functionalist designs.!” In other cities, such as Amsterdam, Utre-
cht, and Rhenen, postwar reconstruction paid more attention to surviving monuments
and historic urban ensembles, which were mercifully spared from extensive bombing —
more conservative reconstruction approaches were taken in these cities. City ordinances
ensured the retention of the historic scale and traditional forms in Amsterdam, and a
master plan in Utrecht prevented new construction from proceeding at the expense of
the remaining historic fabric.
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Figure 6-4 The 2004 adaptive reuse of the Van
Nelle factory complex, originally designed by
architects Brinkman and Van der Vlugt in the 1920s
(d), to become a "Design Factory,” consisting of
multipurpose conference and trade-fair facilities
provided Rotterdam with a distinctive amenity

of its type (a, b, and c). The restoration and
reuse project, accomplished by a consortium of
conservation architects led by Hubert-Jan Henket
and Wessel de Jonge, won a European Union/
Europa Nostra award for conservation in 2008.

Figures 6-4a, b, ¢, courtesy and copyright T.K.
mcClintock, TKKM Studios. Figure 6-4d courtesy
Van Nelle Factory.
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LEGISLATION AND ADMINISTRATION IN BELGIUM

Following the chaos of the Napoleonic period and a fifteen-year unhappy union with the
Netherlands, Belgium gained its independence in 1830. Eager to emphasize its cultural
as well as political distinctiveness, King Leopold I established the Royal Commission on
Monuments in 1835 to examine the state’s historic resources. Its provincial offices were
entrusted with the task of documenting significant art and antiquities in their areas. Work
on the inventories progressed at different rates in different parts of the kingdom and started
and stopped periodically throughout the nineteenth century.” The Royal Commission’s
concerns were refocused in 1918 to include historic sites and landscapes, and in 1931 it
was given the power to enforce the protection of monuments when Belgium’s first heri-
tage legislation was passed. This law still governs heritage protection in most of Belgium,
though it has been supplemented more recently in the Flanders region. In the 1950s, the
inventories of historic sites and objects started more than a century earlier by the Royal
Commission and its provincial offices were finally complete and publishable; however, by
1972, only 2,500 sites in Belgium were actually legally protected.”

In the late 1960s and in the revised Belgian constitution of 1970, a complicated po-
litical system was developed that simultaneously granted autonomy to Belgium’s three
cultural communities: the Dutch-speaking Flemish, the French-speaking Walloons,
and the minority German speakers, as well as created three separate governing regions:
Flanders, Wallonia, and the Brussels-Capital Region. Political necessity required divid-
ing up various departments and governmental bodies and devolving formerly central-
ized responsibilities to the communities and regions. Power over cultural issues, in-
cluding heritage conservation, was transferred to the communities, while power over
property issues were transferred to the regions. Unfortunately, this has proven to be
sometimes problematic and complicated for architectural heritage protection in Wal-
lonia and Flanders and detrimental for heritage concerns in Brussels, where community
and regional policies are often in conflict.

The government of the Brussels-Capital Region only recently enacted architectural
heritage protection legislation. The Town Planning Act of 1991 created architectural
heritage zones and permitted local authorities to refuse demolition requests based on
cultural, historic, or aesthetic reasons.” The Heritage Conservation Act of 1993 en-
abled the government of the Brussels-Capital Region to create a list of protected historic
buildings. As a result of limited funding and personnel, the Brussels-Capital Region’s
Monuments and Sites service has still only completely surveyed three of its nineteen
municipalities, while surveys are currently in progress in three others, including Brus-
sels City. This means the inventory contains only around seven-hundred sites to date.

While the government of the Brussels-Capital Region has authority and expertise over
listing and protecting historic buildings, the nineteen municipalities within it hold the
power to grant permission for demolition, and these two levels of government were often
at odds until the “permis unique” was introduced. Political disputes between the Flemish
and Brussels-Capital Region governments have also exacerbated the area’s problems. In
addition, because it is politically isolated from the rest of Belgium, the Brussels-Capital
Region has little tax base and therefore little money for conservation efforts.

As a result of this confusion and lack of allocated funds for architectural heritage
protection, in the second half of the twentieth century, the Brussels-Capital Region has
undergone extensive redevelopment far exceeding the post-war reconstruction of typi-
cal European cities. Urban renewal began due to the need for highway access to the
1958 World’s Fair, and the establishment of the European Commission headquarters in
1959. New construction demolished hundreds of nineteenth-century buildings, includ-
ing architectural masterpieces, such as Victor Horta’s art nouveau Maison du Peuple.



Figure 6-5 During the second half
of the twentieth-century, planners

and architects in Brussels replaced
extensive areas of the capital’s

historic architectural fabric with new
construction. Victor Horta's Maison
du Peuple (a), which could have

been restored after a disasterous fire,
was a casualty of this philosophy of
modernization in 1965. In its place the
Blaton Tower (b) was constructed the
following year.

Indeed, the term “Brusselization” (French: bruxellisation, Dutch: verbrusseling)
has become internationally synonymous with the “senseless destruction of urban and
cultural values in an historical town center.””! Developers purchased listed or historic
buildings, neglected them for a decade, and then applied for demolition permits be-
cause of the extensive disrepair of their sites. Another problem highlighted by André
Loits, principal engineer of Brussels’ Monuments and Sites Service, is that a decision
about whether or not to protect a valuable building in Brussels usually occurs after a
developer has already made plans for its demolition. Loits laments that these decisions,
therefore, include either impossible attempts to restore already destroyed structures or
last-minute, reactionary legal proceedings to block demolitions. According to Loits, “In
the best cases, when popular protest against demolition becomes too high, a compro-
mise is found in the way the developer can go on,” and all too often this compromise
includes retaining only the most valuable facade and razing the rest of the historic
structure.?

Within Belgium’s other two semiautonomous regions, Flanders and Wallon